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HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 

165, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, 8.W. 

174, Victoria-street, 8.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton. 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 


Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 

Highest and Lowest for past 5 yeare. 
» Traffic Book. 


Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 
New Eprrions READY EARLY IN JANUARY For 1893. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
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FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


10, 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £ 2,588,000. INCOME, £285,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 





TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chicf Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.O.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal, | 


Acton Local Board v. The North and 
South Western Junction Railway Co. 
and Others 


In the Weekly Reporter. 


Adams, In re, Adams v. Adams .....,... 329 
Barnardo v. Ford ; lo 's case 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


In consequence of the absence of Lord Justice Kay on 
Thursday last, the Court of Appeal No. 1 consisted of two judges 
only, and the , which contained only one interlocutory 
appeal, in addition to several final a did not afford 
sufficient occupation for the two judges, who had to rise as early 
as one o’clock. The cause of Justice Kay’s absence was 
not made ss at the time, but was generally attributed to a 
sudden indisposition ; it is, moreover, stated that his lordship 
will not sit again during the present sittings. 





Wepnespay NEXT is the last day of the present sittings, and 
some of the a will not sit after Tuesday. This applies 
especially to the Court of Appeal, and although only one di 
of that court has been sitting now for some time, the work 
actually done will be a ted when the list of ap to be 
heard in the Easter Sittings is published. There be an ex- 
ceedingly small number left unheard from the t si 
and unless the extra aid recently afforded in the hearing of wit- 
ness actions largely increases the number of decisions appealed 
from, some of the Lords Justices of Appeal may again be 
released and find themselves free to assist in the Queen’s Bench 


Division. 





THE INCONVENIENCE of the shortness of the time limited for 
certain classes of appeals was demonstrated on Thursday last, 
when a case came before the Court of Appeal in which.the order 
appealed from had not been drawn up. Consequently the 
Ph to were unable from any document before them, or even 
from the statements of counsel, to ascertain what form the 
order when drawn up would take, and particularly whether it 
was or was not made “‘by consent.” On sending for the chief 
clerk of the judge who made the order, the learned judges 
rordel w lett th bench, oe ane t pei pac Ri 
1 i e presumably to t the j 
coune Wale, and it was not until his return that the Court 
Appeal was able to come to a decision. This is a case wh 
or coder echaeging Gn Gee % appa! or piping mr vce: 
or order ing the time to a or 
an authoritative statement of the general contents of the order 
might without difficulty be provided. 








| We wortce elsewhere the “limited and reduced” Land 
HeErscHe.. 


| Transfer Bill which Lord has introduced. 


21 


But 
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it may be well here to draw attention to the fact that, in 
cutting down his measure to little more than making the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, compulsory, the Lord Chancellor 
is flying in the face of the report of the Select Committee of 
the House of Commons on that measure. They reported in 1879 
that ‘“‘your committee are driven to the conclusion that the 
Act has failed, because, rightly or wrongly, the public or their 
professional advisers have deliberately made up their minds that 
the advantages offered by the new system of registration are too 
speculative and remote to compensate for the immediate and certain 
outlay and trouble which are inseparable from it. Without 
discussing the practicability of the various schemes which have 
been propounded for the compulsory or guasi-compulsory regis- 
tration of titles, your committee think it sufficient to observe 
that it would be very difficult to force upon every purchaser or 
— in this country a mode of dealing with his property 
which not one purchaser or mortgagee in 20,000 at present 
adopts of his own accord. Your committee feel that, in arriv- 
ing at the above conclnsion, they are only acting upon the axiom 
which is laid down by the Royal Commissioners of 1868 in their 
report, and which they believe to be perfectly sound—that, ‘ for 
an institution to flourish in a free country, it must offer to the 
people the thing that they want.’”’ 





We May possibly incur the reproach of being old-fashioned 
and behind the times, but wo cannot refrain from uttering a 
protest against the ten practice of furnishing type-written 
abstracts of title. e have no objection to type-written docu- 
ments where figures are of no great importance and inter- 
lineation is not necessary ; that is, provided the typewriter is in 
skilful hands ; but in the case of abstracts the matter is alto- 
gether different. Judging from instances which have come 
under our notice, the — has a strange habit of making 
figures illegible. The lower part of each letter appears fre- 
quently (especially in the margin of the abstract) to lack its 
proper modicum of ink, and the result is to render it often 
impossible to distinguish a 9 from a0 or a 3 froman8. Now we 
need hardly say that in abstracts the dates’ of the deeds and the 
f therein are of great importance, and it is inconvenient 
in the highest degree to have them illegible. The person who 
examines the abstract with the deeds, if he is careful, has the 
trouble of re-writing the figures, or, if he is careless, they are 
left for the bewilderment of people who have subsequently to 
work on the abstract. But this is not the only disadvantage of 
type-written abstracts. The lines are put so close together as 
not to allow of any extensive interlineation in the examination 
of the deeds. If the examiner writes a fine bold hand, his 
interlineations cover up some part of the type-writing, or, if he 
is a careful man, he has to write so small as to make his inter- 
lineations illegible. Then, again, the colour of ink used for 
 sstrsmgge 3 varies from a peculiarly faint and detestable 
lavender, through purple, to deep green. The last-mentioned 
colour seems to us to be the most easy for reading. We have 
spoken hitherto of type-writing done by skilful hands; where 
it is done by unskilled hands, there is, of course, the rarest 
havoc both in spelling and in proper names, and enormous 
trouble results to everyone who has to deal with the abstract. 





Last year Mr. Justice Currry decided, in Re Islington and 
General Electric Supply Co. (Limited) (36 Soxscrrors’ Journat, 
487, W. N., 1892, p. 81), that, notwithstanding the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, and the order of the 26th of March, 
1892, by which order Mr. Justice Vavcnan WittiaMs obtained 
winding-up jurisdiction, he, Mr. Justice Currry, had still juris- 
diction to make orders confirming resolutions for reduction of 
capital. He also said, though the point was not actually before 
him, that a similar reasoning might be applied to cases under the 
Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890. We dis- 
cussed fully at the time (36 Soxicrrors’ Jourwat, 479) the 
sections and orders bearing on both questions, and in spite of 
the almost overwhelming resumption in favour of the correct- 
ness of a decision of Mr. Justice Currry, indorsed by Mr. 


Justice Norrn, Mr. Justice Stratine, and Mr. Justice Kexewicn, 
We were driven to express a doubt on the matter, and to point 





out that it was by no means clear in what judges the jurisdic- 
tion was vested. The profession seems, however, to have taken 
no alarm, for from that time till the present we understand that 
only one petition for confirming a reduction of capital, and only 
one petition for sanctioning the alteration of a memorandum of 
association, have found their way to the office of the Registrar 
in Companies Liquidations, whereas many orders on petitions 
under both Acts have been made by the four judges of the 
Chancery Division above named. We believe that the solitary 
petition for confirmation of a reduction of capital presented at 
the registrar’s office has not yet come before Mr. Justice 
Vavucuan WItt14Ms, but the petition for sanctiun to altering a 
memorandum came before him last week in Re Mining Shares 
Investment Co. (reported elsewhere), and the learned judge 
appears to have had no doubt about his jurisdiction to enter- 
tain the petition. This was the only question he decided, and 
he was careful so to guard his observations as to express no 
opinion whether his jurisdiction was exclusive or concurrent 
with that of other judges of the Chancery Division. Although 
the decision of Mr. Justice Currry was before him, he threw no 
doubt on that decision, but pointed out that the question he had 
himself to decide was not before Mr. Justice Onrrry for deci- 
sion. It seems, however, that Mr. Justice Currry thought that 
Vaveran Wits, J., had no jurisdiction in such cases, and 
his decision with reference to applications in respect of reduction 
of capital seems to rest on the assumption that the assignment 
of the winding-up jurisdiction of the High Court to VavcHan 
Wituams, J., did not carry with it any jurisdiction to confirm a 
resolution for reduction. So much weight attaches to this 
opinion, and the consequences of a mistake as to jurisdiction 
would be so grave, that a decision on the question should as 
soon as possible be obtained from the Court of Appeal. 





WE ReEcENTLY called attention to the doubts which had been 
raised as to the applieability of section 116 of the County Oourts 
Act, 1888, to actions commenced in the High Court and trans- 
ferred, under section 65 of the same Act, to a county court for 
trial. Section 116 applies in terms to “‘ any action brought in 
the High Court which could have been commenced in a county 
court,’ and provides that, if the plaintiff in such an action 
founded on contract recovers less than £20, ‘‘he shall not be 
entitled to any costs of the action ” unless ‘‘a judge of the High 
Court certifies that there was sufficient reason for bringing the 
action in that court, or unless the High Court, or a judge thereof 
at chambers, shall by order allow costs.” In Harris v. Judge 
(41 W. R. 9; 1892, 2 Q. B. 565) the Court of Appeal held that, 
after an action had been transferred to a county court, a judge 
of the High Court had no jurisdiction to certify as to the costs 
under section 116. In Armitage v. Fison (67 L, T. N. 8. 415) a 
divisional court, being of opinion that section 116 did not apply 
to transferred actions, refused to grant a prohibition to a county 
court judge to restrain him from proceeding with the taxation 
of the costs of a plaintiff who had commenced in the High 
Court an action (on contract) which could have been com- 
menced in a county court, and had, after it had been trans- 
ferred to the county court, recovered less than £20. In 
White v. Cohen (ante, p. 215) another divisional court held 
that section 116 applied to transferred actions, and that a 
plaintiff in a remitted action who had recovered less than £20 
on contract was, by that section, deprived of all his costs, 
as well those incurred in the county court after the transfer 
as those incurred in the High Court before. This case has now 
come before the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 338), and the conflict 
of authority is set at rest. The decision of the Divisional Court 
in White v. Cohen has been upheld, and it is now settled that the 
rules in section 116 depriving a plaintiff of costs wholly or ot 
tially are applicable to actions brought in the High Court which 
could have been brought in the county court whether they are 
transferred for trial in the county court or not, and that those 
rules affect the plaintiff’s costs in the county court no less than 
his costs in the High Court. This is a severe penalty upon the 
bringing of actions to recover small amounts in the High Court 
in the hope of securing a speedy judgment under order 14, more 
especially since no certificate entitling a plaintiff to costs can be 
obtained when once the action has been remitted to the county 
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court: no jurisdiction to certify under section 116 has been 
given by the statute to the county court judge, and the jurisdic- 
tion of the High Court is gone: Harris v. ps In his recent 
judgment in the Court of Appeal, Liyptey, L.J., took occasion 
to correct the language he had used in Harris y. Judge, which 
was understood by Cavs, J., in the court below to mean that 
the county court judge could give a certificate under section 116. 
The Court of Appeal assent to the view of that learned judge— 
and, indeed, it is sufficiently clear upon the words of the section 
—that only a judge of the High Court can give that certificate, 
and that the clause relating to the certificate can only come into 
operation when the action is tried in the High Court. 





Tue DEctston of Kexewicn, J., in Burchell v. Hawes (41 W.R. 
173) is an interesting application of the rule that time does not 
run against a mortgage debt where the person liable to pay the 
interest is also entitled to receive it. The case arises where the 
mortgage debt belongs to the tenant for life of the land on which 
it is charged, and in Burrell v. Earl of Egremont (7 Beav. 205) 
a charge got in by a tenant for life was held to be kept 
alive for the benefit of his estate. This may be put on 
the ground that, since he is liable to pay the interest, he 
is to be assumed to have done so, and the fiction satisfies the 
requirements of the statute. But under such circumstances 
there is no liability capable of being enforced, and it is, 
perhaps, sufficient to say, as was said by Lord Sr. Leonarps 
in Burrowes v. Gore (6 H. L. C., at p. 963), that “the statute 
never runs where there is the same hand to pay and the same 
hand to receive.’”’ And it has been held that the rule applies 
where this is substantially the case, although by the intervention 
of trustees the legal right to receive and the legal liability to pay 
are vested in different persons. In Topham v. Booth (35 Ch. D. 
607) a lady entitled under the trusts of a will to the interest of 
money invested on mortgage of land became, under the trusts of 
a settlement, entitled to the land for life subject to the mort- 
gage. The trustees of the will and of the settlement were dis- 
tinct, but Kexewicn, J., held that in substance there was the 
same hand to pay and to receive, and that the statute did not 
run. In the present case of Burchell vy. Hawes a married woman 
was entitled, under the trusts of a will, to receive the interest of 
a mortgage debt, the mortgagor being her husband. Strictly 
speaking, then, the person entitled to receive was distinct from 
the person liable to pay, but as the husband and wife lived 
together in perfect amity, it was natural to assume, upon the 
principle of Caton v. Rideout (1 Mac. & G. 599) and Re Flamank 
(37 W. R. 502, 40 Ch. D. 461), that the husband was authorized 
by the wife to retain the income and apply it to their joint use. 
Practically, therefore, his was the hand to pay and to receive, 
and the statute did not run. 





Tue case of Re Bedingfield and Herring, in which Nortn, J., 
delivered recently a considered judgment, although it touches a 
point which was at one time much discussed, appears to be 
covered by the modern authorities. Technically it may be 
possible to contend that a power conferred upon a tenant for 
life is so incident to his estate that, upon an alienation of the 
estate, the power is extinguished. But the practical incon- 
veniénce of such a doctrine would be very great, and Lord Ten- 
TERDEN, in delivering the opinion of the judges in the House of 
Lords in Long v. Rankin (Sugd. on Powers, pp. 63, 895), said, 
with regard to a power of leasing: ‘‘ We ought not to hold that | 
such a power is extinguished by the transfer of the estate unless 
we see clearly in the language of the deed whereby the power is 
created that the donor of the power intended inseparately to 
annex it to the life estate given, and to a continuance of that 
estate in the identical person to whom it is given.” It is true, 
of course, that the owner of the life estate cannot exercise the 
power so as to derogate from his own grant, but this is no reason 
for holding the power to be extinguished. It simply imports 
the restriction that the power shall not be exercised without the 
consent of the alienee. The question has several times arisen 
with regard to the capacity of a tenant for life, who has 





incumbered his estate, or has become bankrupt, to consent to a 
sale by trustees, where his consent is made a condition of the 


exercise by them of their power of sale. In oldsworth v. 
Goose (29 Beav. ee a case of bankruptcy, it was held that, 
with the consent of the assignees in bankruptcy, a good title 
could be made, and a like result was arrived at in Simpson v. 
Bathurst (L. R. 5 Ch. “ee By the authority of Long v. Rankin. 
In Alexander v. Mills (L. R. 6 Ch. 124) the tenant for life had 
sold his estate, and the matter was in considered with 
special reference to doubts suggested Sr. Leonarps in 
his work on Powers (ch. 3, sec. 3). But the broad: principle 
was affirmed that, so long as nothing is done in derogation of 
the alienee’s estate, the alienation has no operation on the 
power. Following these authorities, Norrn, J., held in the 
— case that, where the tenant for life had incumbered his 
ife estate, and had also become bankrupt, the power to consent 
to a sale was not extinguished, but could be exercised with the 
concurrence of the incumbrancer and the trustee in bankruptcy. 
The principle in question is recognized by the Settled Land Act, 
1882, with re to the powers of tenants for life under that 
Act, for theugh the powers are not capable of assignment or 
release, they cannot be exercised so as to affect an assignee’s 
rights without his consent (section 50 (3) ). 





Anyonz wito takes the trouble to compare sections 168, 54, 
and 50 (4), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, with the corresponding 
sections 4, 17, and 22 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, will find it 
difficult to understand how the case of Re Stone’s Will (reported 
elsewhere) can have been seriously argued. The first pair of 
sections define property as including a ‘‘thing in action”; the 
second pair vest the property in the trustee ; and as to the third 
pair the Act of 1869 provided in effect that where any part of 
the property of the bankrupt consists of things in action [any 
action, suit, or other p ing for the recovery of such things 
instituted by the trustee shall be instituted in his official name 
and | such things shall i the 7 of such action, suit, or 
other proceeding] be deemed [to be assignable in law and] to 
have been duly assigned to the trustee [in his official capacity | ” ; 
and by omitting the words in brackets we get the corresponding 
provision of 1883. Under the Act of 1869 the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy who did not wish subsequent assignees of a bankrupt’s 
choses in action to gain priority had to give proper notice, and 
it is indeed difficult to see in what way the Act of 1883 relieves 
him from this obligation. Apart from former decisions (which 
are conveniently collected in 2 Wh. & T., p. 853, in the Notes 
to Ryall y. Rowles) there would be a deal to say for the 
trustee ; for a general assignee who may have no knowledge of 
the assignment to him cannot well be guilty of negligence in not 
giving notice of such assignment. is argument may not, 

erhaps, have been given the weight it deserves, but it has not 

een favourably received. A general assignee in bankruptcy or 
under the Trustee Acts or Conveyancing Act will lose his chose 
in action if a subsequent assignee gives notice first, even though 
the general assignee never heard of the chose in action and was 
guilty of no negligence. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL (LIMITED AND 
REDUCED). 
I 


Tue Land Transfer Bill introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
differs very materially from the measures which were before 
the House of Lords in 1887, 1888, and 1889. Each of these 
was intended, while making registration of title compulsory, a‘ 
the same time to re-enact in an aitered and improved form the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875. Since that ag the powers of limited 
owners had been altogether altered by the Settled Land Act, 
1882, while the Conveyancing Act of 1881 had made extensive 
changes in the tice of conveyancing. It was deemed 
advisable, therefore, not to start a new scheme intended to be 
ut in force all over the country on the lines of obsolete 
egislation, but, as the promoters of the Bill of 1889 said, “to 
revise and re-edit the Land Transfer Act with reference to the 
Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts of 1881 and 1882, and to 
re-write it as far as practicable in the language of these Acts, 
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with the additions and amendments contained in the Bills of , be by them paid over tothe Registry. After that the heir might 


1887 and 1888.” 

This, of course, was perfectly right. If we were to have the 
Land Registry galvanized into life by the application of the 
principle of compulsion, the least that the framers of the new 
measure could do was to bring the law up to date. Now, how- 
ever, this wholesome procedure has been quite cast aside. So 
ravenous is the eagerness of the promoters of the Bill to obtain 
compulsory registration at any price, that they are quite willing 
to force upon the country an Act which for eighteen years has 
slumbered in decent obscurity. Some changes, of course, must 
be made, and, in particular, it is impossible to ignore the 
changes with regard to limited owners. But the broad fact 
remains that it is now proposed to make registration of title 
compulsory, upon the lines of a measure which was on the 
statute book several years before the recent revolution in 
conveyancing had been effected. 

It must be sufficient for the present to notice the actual 
provisions of the Bill. Of the nineteen clauses of which it is 
composed, the first deals with compulsory registration, the next 
two with the insurance fund and compensation, clause 4 with 
settled land, clauses 5 to 11 with transmission on death, and 
the rest with various miscellaneous matters. 

Compulsory registration—The whole importance of the Bill 
centres, of course, in clause 1. As to the extent to which regis- 
tration ought to be forced upon unwilling landowners, the 
promoters of compulsory registration seem to have been at 
variance, a circumstance which strongly indicates the imprac- 
ticability of the whole matter. In 1887, when there was no 
apprehension of the opposition which has since displayed itself, 
no proposal seemed too drastic. Until registration, a ‘ proprie- 
tor” of land was not to be able by any conveyance or lease to 
convey any legal estate in the land nor to confer on his alienee 
any equitable right, except the right of enforcing a contract ; 
and if the individual whom the draftsman, following the lan- 
guage of the Act of 1875, was pleased to denote by the above 
term —— to die leaving his land unregistered, it was 
placed under the ban of the law, and until the registration of 
@ proprietor no one could take any benefit from it or exer- 
cise any legal right in it. How, under these circumstances, any 
registration could be effected is not clear. In the Bill of 
1888 it was still proposed to compel the owner—the term 
‘‘proprietor” had happily vanished—to come on the register 
before he could by sale, mortgage, or settlement create any 
legal or equitable right in the land, but some mercy was to be 
shewn towards owners dying unregistered. Apparently, the 
Registry officials were apprehensive that the office would be 
haunted by the ghosts of these heinous criminals tendering in 
shadowy coin the fees they had neglected to pay in their Tite. 
time. Hence the heir or devisee had expressly conferred upon 
him the right to be registered as owner, and upon registration 
his title dated back to the death of the ancestor or testator. The 
fees being thus paid, the sins of the deceased would be expiated 
and his ghost laid to rest. 

In 1889 important changes were made. The absurdity of 
requiring an owner who was just about to transfer his land to 
ty himself on the register had become apparent, and the pro- 

ibition of any creation of equitable interests apart from the 
register was dangerous in the extreme. The promoters, there- 
fore, transferred the obligation to register from the grantor to 
the grantee, and they proposed to deal only with the legul 
estate. The provision was that under no conveyance should any 

‘person acquire the legal estate in freehold land until he was 
registered as owner of the land, though on registration his title 
was to relate back to the execution of the conveyance. As to 
devolution upon death, on the other hand, some suspicion was 
felt as to the piety of heirs. 

** The hard heir strides abcut the land, 
And will not yield it for a day.’’ 

The late Poet Laureate, contemplating a possible return of the 
ancestor, thought this was bad enough; but what if the heir 
would not even pay the Land Registry its due, and thus pacify 
the uneasy ghost? This was the terrible contingency for which 


the Legislature was asked to provide, and it was proposed 
accordingly that the registration fee should be paid to the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners together with the succession duty, to 


| 
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register if he liked, but the money, at any rate, would be safe. 


The present measure has at least the merit of discarding all 
this nonsense, a merit we should more appreciate but for the 
suspicion that at some future day similar proposals are only too 
likely to recur. No reference is made to devolution upon death, 
and compulsory registration upon transfers inter vivos is to be 
confined to conveyances on sale, but as to such conveyances the 
plan is the same as that of the Bill of 1889. After compulsory 
registration has been introduced into any district by Order in 
Council ‘‘a person shall not, under any conveyance on sale 
executed on or after the day specified, acquire the legal estate in 
freehold land in the district unless or until he is regis- 
tered as the proprietor of the land, but on his being so regis- 
tered his title shall relate back to the date of the execution of 
the conveyance, and any dealings with the land before registra- 
tion shall have effect accordingly.” It is also provided that the 
title with which a proprietor of freehold land is registered is 
to be not less than a possessory title. The use of the term ‘“‘ pro- 
prietor’’ is, of course, due to the perpetuation of the Act of 
1875. 

This, then, represents the minimum amount of compulsion 
which the Registry Office is willing to accept, but the previous 
measures shew very clearly that it does not at all represent the 
limits of their desires. The registration of title upon sales will 
be the occasion for the establishment of registry offices all over 
the country, and it will then be solely a matter of time how 
soon all dealings with land and all devolutions on death are 
made to contribute to the increase of fees and the increase of the 
number of officials. In principle, therefore, the Bill is the same 
as its predecessors, while, as compared with them, it has the 
very great disadvantage that it does not consolidate the law or 
amend it to any considerable extent, and it will be necessary, 
therefore, to construe its provisions with reference to the obso- 
lete Act of 1875. 








A POINT OF PRACTICE. 


A LEARNED judge, presiding over a departmental committee to 
inquire into a certain branch of procedure, once asked an official 
witness what he meant by “ practice ””—how he defined it? The 
answer was, “It is an unceasing confiict between rules of court 
and professional ingenuity.” The definition was not inapt, but 
professional ingenuity is not the only factor in undermining 
rules of court. The whole force of a rule may be knocked out 
-e it by a trifling official change. We will give an instance of 
this. 

When an action is commenced in a district registry against 
a defendant who neither resides nor carries on business 
in the district, he can enter an appearance either in the 
district or in London (ord. 12, r. 5). If any defendant appears 
in London, the action thereupon proceeds in London, and the 
district registrar is bound to transmit to the Central Office all 
the proceedings and a copy of all entries in the cause book (ord. 
12, r. 7; ord. 35, r. 20). The rules as to entering judgment in 
default of appearance are precisely the same for district registry 
actions as for London actions, and the time limited for appear- 
ance in the district registry is also the same as for appearance 
in London. Consequently, on the ninth day after service of a 
district registry writ (inclusive of the day of service) on a 
defendant residing, let us say, in London, that defendant is in 
default in the district registry if he has not appeared either 
in London or the registry. He may, however, have ap- 
peared in London on the afternoon of the eighth day, 
and, in the absence of any safeguard, the plaintiff in the 
district registry might enter judgment in default against him 
in ignorance of his appearance in London. To meet this 
difficulty the rules provide special machinery. The defendant 
appearing in London to a district registry writ is bound, on the 
same day, to send notice thereof by prepaid letter, addressed to 
the plaintiff's solicitor at his address for service within the 
district (ord. 12, r, 9), and the plaintiff's solicitor is bound down 
not to enter judgment on the ninth day ‘‘until after such time 
as a letter posted in London on the previous evening, in due 
time for delivery to him on the following morning, ought in 
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due course of post to have reached him” (ord. 13, r. 11). That 
is the machinery created by the rules. One can see its weak 
point at a glance. It depends upon the prompt delivery of a 
single letter. If that precious letter miscarries, or is even 
delayed one post, or is not given to the plaintiff’s solicitor by 
his clerk or messenger, the plaintiff can, quite regularly under 
the rules, take judgment in default of appearance, and issue 
execution against a defendant who has made no default what- 
ever, and who may have a good defence. To strengthen this 
machinery the Court of Appeal held in Smith v. Dobbin (26 
W. R. 122, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 338) that if the defendant did not 
send the notice duly addressed to the plaintiff's solicitor at the 
address for service within the district registry, and judgment was 
entered in the registry, the court would not set it aside for 
irregularity, though it was proved that a ce was duly 
entered in London, and notice given at the Tonten address for 
service. 

These regulations have always given trouble. Until 1889 
they were never brought into good working order, but that 
desirable end was then accomplished, by a plan so ex- 
tremely simple and effective that we wonder it was never 
thought of before, and we certainly hope it will be incor- 
porated in the new rules of court. In every case when 
an appearance is entered in London to a district registry 
writ an official sealed copy of the appearance is sent by 
the appearance office to the district registrar. Experience 
has shewn that these official letters are very rarely delayed 
under any circumstances, and therefore the machinery pro- 
vided by the rules has practically been superseded by the 
transmission between the closing of the Laie office on the 
eighth day and the opening of the district registry on the ninth 
day of an official intimation of the appearance having been 
entered, This official notice, we are informed, was originally 
intended merely as a request to the district registrar to 
send up the papers as provided by ord. 35, r. 20, and not 
to interfere in any way with the procedure established by 
the rules. But it has, nevertheless, created a new point of 
practice. For the question arises, How far is the district 
registrar bound by this official notice of appearance in London ? 
Suppose the plaintiff's solicitor in the district registry does not 
receive notice of appearance from the defendant, is he entitled 
to enter judgment in default of appearance, notwithstanding 
that the district registrar has received an official sealed copy of 
the appearance actually entered in London? Under the rules 
and Smith v. Dobbin (supra) he is entitled to do so, but how can 
the district registrar, having official cognizance of the fact that 
appearance has been entered, sign a judgment commencing 
with the words, ‘‘The defendant not having appeared to the 
writ of summons herein,” &c.? If he can rightly do this, his 
official mind must be capable of presenting different phases to 
order, like that of the Lord High Executioner iz ‘The 
Mikado.” He must first ignore the appearance in order to 
enter judgment in default of it, and then ignore the judgment 
he has entered in order to comply with the rule which requires 
him to send documents to London when appearance has been 
entered there! We are informed that this is actually the 
practice in some district registries. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Brits oF SAte.—In clause 1 of the Bills of Sale Bill the - 
graph aimed at hiring and purchase agreements, which included 
under the expression “bill of sale” agreements relating to goods 
sold, or intended to be sold, whereby power is given to resume 
possession of the goods upon default in payment, has been with- 
drawn. In Committee of the House of Lords clause 2, defining the 
meaning of ‘“ goods,” was made clearer by expressly bringing in 
trade machinery, as defined in the Bill, “‘ whether assigned or 
—— separately or together with ary interest in any land or 
building.” On clause 8 (renewal of registration) an am ent was 
adopted enabling a deponent to state, to the best of his knowledge 
and belief, the fact of any change in the names of the parties or 
their mynd of residence or occupations since the original registra- 
tion for the purposes of the renewal of the registration. And in 
clause 18 (further requirements where a bill of sale is intended as 
security for money) a proviso was inserted to the effect that nothing 
in the clause should affect the law relating to goods in the ion, 
order, or disposition of a bankrupt. With these am ents the 








we rted to the House, and has since been read a third time 
an . 

EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CasEs.—In mo the second reading of 
this measure the Lord Chancellor said that the principle of the Bill, 
which permitted evidence to be given in criminal cases by accused 
persons, or by the husband or a of the accused n, been 
several times approved by the House of Lords. He was quite sure 
that such a measure would tend to the better administration of 
justice, and would be of advantage to those who were unjustly 
accused. Replying to Lord AsHBouRNE, he said that in previous 
years the Bi failed to become law because of the objections 
entertained to its application to Ireland. Hence the best plan would 
be to limit the vem of the Bill to England, and if it were found 
to work well nothing would be more likely to ap the fears of its 
Irish opposers. He should t extremely the Bill being introduced 
as a contentious Bill, for then it would be quite impossible to pass it 
into law. The second reading was agreed to. 

PLACES OF WORSHIP ENFRANCHISEMENT.—In the House of 
Commons Standing Committee on Law clause 7 of the Places of 
Worship Enfranchisement Bill, which proposed that ‘‘ the considera- 
tion to be paid in of the freehold reversion in the lease shall, 
unless otherwise agreed, be @ perpetual rent-charge,” was amended by 
omitting the words in italics, and substituting the words ‘‘ may at the 
a of the Se Rang — to clause 11 a 

or valuing rent-charges), that, where a percorn rent had been 
patho y A full market value of the site Should be paid to the land- 
owner, was negatived; and so too was an amendment striking out the 
provision of the clause which excludes from the compensation to be 
paid to the landlord the value of improvements made by trustees of 
a place of worship. Clause 13 proposes that, notwithstanding en- 
franchisement, covenants in the lease relating to the construction and 
maintenance of roads and sewers, to the’ repair of buildings, and to 
certain other specified matters shall continue to be binding on the 
trustees of the place of worship, but, in view of the alteration in the 
form of consideration made by the amendment to clause 7, an amend- 
ment was agreed to that the clause should be confined to cases where 
the ground landlord received a rent-charge in return for the enfran- 
chisement of the site of the place of worship. Further amendments 
were also adopted providing that the covenants should continue only 
‘so long as the rent-charge was —_— to the original owner, and 
striking out altogether those for the repair of the — and for 
the payment of rates and taxes. An amendment that premises en- 
franchised under the Bill should be subject to a condition to use them 
‘‘exclusively for religious worship, or for religious and educational 
purposes and the like,” was rejected. 
rED WoMEN’s Prorerty.—A Bill to amend the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, has been introduced by Mr, Cozens- 
Harpy, Q.C., and read a first time. Its object is to alter the law as to 
contracts by married women. Clause 1 provides that ‘‘ every contract 
hereafter entered into by a married woman, otherwise than as agent, 
(a) shall be deemed to be a contract entered into by her with respect 
to and to bind her separate property, whether she is or is not in fact 
possessed of or entitled to any separate property at the time when 
she enters into such contract, and () shall be enforceable by action 
or otherwise against all property which she may at that time or 
thereafter be possessed of or entitled to, whether as her separate 
property or otherwise.” There is a proviso exempting property sub- 
ect toa restraint on anticipation. use 2 provides that in actions 
brought by a woman, or by a next friend on her behalf, the costs of 
the opposite party may be ordered to be paid out of property subject 
to a restraint on anticipation. Clause 3 2 ses to repeal sub- 
sections (3) and (4) of section 1 of the Marri omen’s Property Aci, 
1882, 
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The Justices’ Manual; or, Guide to the Ordinary Duties of a 
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Table of Punishments. By the late SAMUEL NE, Esq. Twenty- 
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The Prince of Wales lunched with the Master of the Rolls and Lady 
Esher at the Rolls-house, -lane, on Monday afternoon. After 
luncheon the Prince was conducted to the Repository to see some of the 
unique records, which were arranged for his inspection in the Literary 
Search Room, which on this occasion was closed to the general public, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


WITTED v. GALBRAITH, PEMBROKE, & CO. AND OTHERS—No. 1, 
20th March. 


Pracrics—Writ—Service ovT OF THE JURISDICTION—COoNCURRENT WRIT 
—NECESSARY OR PROPER ParTY—ACTION PROPERLY BROUGHT AGAINST PgrR- 
SON WITHIN THE JuRISDICTION—R. S. C., XI., 1 (a). 


This was an appeal from the judgment of a divisiona) court refusing to 
set aside service of a writ out of the jurisdiction. The action was brought 
under Lord Campbell’s Act by Harriet Witted, the widow of Jobn 
Witted, a stevedore, who met with his death by falling through a hatchway 
of the steamship Queen Adelaide, while engaged in unloading a cargo from 
the said ship in the port of London. The action was brought against 
Galbraith, Pembroke, & Co., who were the brokers of the Queen Adelaide, 
but had no other interest in her or in her management, and who carried 
on business in London, and also against Dunlop & Sons, the owners of 
the ship, who carried on business and resided in Scotland. It appeared 
that when the ship arrived in the London and India Docks, the master, in 
the ordinary course of business, signed the manifest, which contained a 
request to the joint committee of the docks to discharge the cargo, and 
the plaintiff’s husband was in the service of the joint committee. The 
original writ having been served on Galbraith, Pembroke, & Co., the 
plaintiff applied ez parte at chambers under ord. 11, r. 1 (g), and obtained 
trom Bruce, J., leave to issue a concurrent writ for service out of the 
jurisdiction, and to serve it on Dunlop & Sons at Glasgow. Dunlop & 
Sons, having been served with the writ, applied to Kennedy, J., to set 
aside the service. The learned judge referred the matter to the court. 
The Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Hawkins, J.) refused to 
set aside the service of the writ (ante, p. 286). Dunlop & Sons appealed. It 
was argued on their behalf that Massey v. Heynes (36 W. R. 834, 21 Q. B. 
D. 330) was not an authority for allowing service out of the jurisdiction 
in the present instance. ‘This was not a case within ord. 11, r. 1 (9). 
The action was not properly brought against Galbraith, Pembroke, & Co. 
The only inference to be drawn from the facts was that they had been 
sued merely for the purpose of bringing in the other defendants who were 
outside the jurisdiction. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. The ques- 
tion whether leave could be given to serve a writ on the Scotch shipowners 
under ord. 11, r. 1 (7), depended on the answer to the question whether 
the action had been properly brought against the brokers. If the court 
could only come to the conclusion that the plaintiff had made the brokers 
defendants for the sole purpose of trying to bring the case within ord. 11, 
r. 1 (g), and thus being able to serve the Scotch shipowners out of the 
jurisdiction, they would bs bound to hold that the action had not been pro- 
perly brought against the brokers, and refuse to allow a writ to be served 
on the owners in Scotland. The best test to apply seemed to be to ask 
the question, whether if both the owners and the brokers had been in this 
country, they would have been joined as defendants. It seemed certain 
that in that case the plaintiff would not have been advised to join the 
brokers. They thought, therefore, that the action had not been brought 
bond fide against the brokers, and that the judgment of the Divisional 
Court must be reversed.—Counset, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Hollams ; 
Bernard Coleridge, Q.O., and W. Howland Roberts. Soutcrrons, Hollams, 
Son, Coward, § Hawkesley ; F. Deakin. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucxen, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BROWN, BROWN v. BROWN—Chitty, J., 15th March. 


Morteacor anp Mortcacse—Princrran and Surety—CoveNnaNT BY 
Morrcacor anv Surety to Pay on Demann—Necessity or Demanp— 
Present Dest—CoutareraL Sctm—Sratrvure or Liirations (3 & 4 
Wut. 4, c. 42), s. 3. 

_ These were two summonses which were heard together, the application 

in each case being that the applicants might, notwithstanding that the 

time limited for their making claims as creditors upon the estate of John 

Brown, the testator named in the judgment in this action, had expired, 

make and establish their claims as such creditors. The applicants were 

mortgagees by virtue of two several mortgages made in 1867. John Brown 
was party to each of the mortgages, and in each case covenanted jointly 
with the mortgagor and also separately for payment on demand of the 
mortgage debt with interest until payment thereof. There was in each 
mortgage a proviso for redemption if the mortgagor should pay principal 
and interest on demand. John Brown died in November, 1872. In 

April, 1880, this action was begun for administration of his estate, and in 
y, 1880, the usual judgment was given accordingly. In pursuance 

thereof advertisements were issued for creditors to come in and prove their 

debts, and the time fixed for bringing in claims expired in 1880 without 


any claims having been sent in. The question was whether the applicants | 


were to be admitted as creditors against the estate in respect of large 
sums alleged to be now due for principal and interest under the said 
mortgages, or whether their claims were barred by any statute of limita- 
tion or otherwise. It was contended for the mortgagees that the moneys 
secured by the mortgagees did not become payable until 1889, when demand, 
which was a condition precedent under the covenants for payment, was first 


made, and that thejcase was analogots to that of a bond payable on demand, ' 
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where there was no breach until demand made of the condition in the 
bond: Carter v. Ring (3 Camp. 459), Sicklemore v. Thistleton (6 M. & 8. 9), 
Brighty v. Norton (11 W. R. 167, 3 B. & 8. 305), Tos v. Wilson (11 W. R. 
117, 4 B. & 8. 442), Nicholl v. Bromley (2 B. & Bing. 464). It was urged 
contra that no demand was necessary, and that after the analogy of the 
law of negotiable instruments the moneys were payable as soon as the 
mortgages were executed: Norton v. Ellam (2 M. & W. 461), Jackson v. Ogg 


| (7 W. R. 730, Johns. 397), Re George (38 W. R. 617, 44 Ch. D. 627), 


Birks v. Trippet (1 Saunders, 32). 

Cutty, J., said that he was not satisfied that any distinction could be 
made between the law merchant and the general law on the question 
before him. It was, however, plain that a distinction was taken in law to 
the effect that where there was a present debt and a promise to pay on 
demand, the demand was not considered to be a condition precedent to an 
action, but that it was otherwise where a sum payable by a collateral 
debtor was made payable on request, for then request must be made 
before action brought. The distinction was shown in Birks v. Trippet, 
Saunders’ argument in that case on the difference between a mere duty 
and a collateral sum was accepted by the whole court. The case before 
his lordship was one of the cunstruction of the instrument, on which he 
decided that the testator was a surety and that demand should be made 
before suing. Carter v. Ring and Sicklemore v. Thistleton were sufficient 
authority for his view, if authority were required. He, therefore, held 
that the right of action did not accrue until 1889, when demand was first 
made, and that the applicants must be allowed to come in and prove.— 
CounsEL, Farwell, Q.C., and Marcy; Vernon R. Smith; G. Henderson. 
Souicrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams ; Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, § Kinder, for 
F. T. Veley, Chelmsford ; J. Plaskitt, for F. Smoothy, Braintree. 


[Reported by J. F. Wa.ey, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re STONE’S WILL—Chitty, J., 16th March. 


Bankruptcy—Prorerty Vesting 1n Trustrse—Cuosz 1x Action—Norice 
or ASSIGNMENT—SUBSEQUENT AssIGNBEE—-PRionITy—Banxkruptcy Act, 
1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 4, 17, 22—Banxerurrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vict. c. 62), ss. 168, 54, 50 (4). 


At the date of his bankruptcy in September, 1887, Eden was entitled 
to a reversionary share in a trust fund, but being unaware of such 
interest did not disclose it to his trustee. The interest fell into possession 
in May, 1890, and the bankrupt was discharged in October, 1890. 
Eden first became aware of his interest in the fund in July, 1891, and 
believing it to be unaffected by his bankruptcy mortgaged it to Thornton 
in August, 1891, without notice of the bankruptcy. Thornton gave notice 
to the trustees of the fund, and on it subsequently being paid into court 
obtained a stop order. The trustee in the bankruptcy, who, being 
unaware of the interest, had neither given notice nor obtained a stop 
order, now applied for payment of the fund to him. He contended that 
the words ‘‘ shall vest’’ used in the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ss. 20, 54, and 
others, vested choses in action absolutely in the trustee, and exonerated 
him from any necessity of giving notice, as in the case of an ordinary 
assignment cf a chose in action. ‘* Property ’’ included ‘‘ choses in action,’ 
under section 168 of the Act of 1883, or section 4 of the Act of 1869. 
Palmer v. Locke (30 W. R. 419, 18 Ch. D. 381) was decided on the Act of 
1869, s. 22, under which choses in action were ‘‘ deemed to be assignable in 
law and to have been duly assigned to the trustee.” Section 50 (4) of the 
Act of 1883 only had the words ‘‘ deemed to have been duly assigned.’’ 
These differences were material, and there was really a return to the law 
under the Act of 1849 (12 & 13 Vict. c. 106), s. 141, as decided in Re Bright's 
Settlement (28 W. R. 551, 13 Ch. D. 413), and McEntire v. Potter 
(37 W. R. 607, 22 Q. B. D. 438), a decision on the similar section in the 
Irish Bankruptcy Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 60), s. 267. 

Curry, J., said the question was one of general importance under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883. It was plain that the property vested in the 
trustee, but he had failed, without any fault of his own, to give notice to 
the trustees of the fund. Now where a person entitled to an equitable 
chose in action such as a share in a trust fund assigned it, the property 
passed, and on the assignment the equitable interest vested in the 
assignee, and the assignor had no interest left. Buta rule had long pre- 
vailed in equity, not in favour of the assignor, but in favour of subsequent 
assignees, that the assignee must give notice to the holders of the fund, in 
order to perfect his title, not as against the assignor, but as against sub- 
sequent assignees. It was contended that the difference of the wording in 
the Acts of 1869 and 1883 shewed that the Legislature intended to ve 
the trustee of the necessity of giving notice as between himself and a sub- 
sequent assignee. But section 17 of the Act of 1869 contained the words 
‘* shall vest,’’ and in his lordship’s opinion the Legislature never intended 
by this slight variation of terms to relieve the trustee from the necessity 
mentioned. It would have been easy to have inserted two or three words 
to shew such an intention. The decisions in Re Pright’s Settlement and 
McEntire v. Potter turned on the stringent negative words that neither 
the bankrupt nor anyone claiming under him after the appointment of 
assignees should be entitled to recover. As the result of a comparison of 
the statutes and the authorities, his lordship held that there was no sub- 
stantial difference between the Acts of 1869 and 1883 in this respect. His 
lordship observed that under the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. 
c. 41), 8. 34, a person might vest a chose in action in new trustees without 
conveyance or assignment. It was clear that such trustees must give 
notice to the holder of the fund. So, again, when a chose in action 
was vested under the Trustee Act, 1850 (13 & 14 Vict. c. 60), notice would 
have to be given. His lordship was by no means satisfied that the Legis- 
lature meant to make any alteration in the case of bankruptcy, as he 
could see no distinction between a trustee for creditors and an ordinary 
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trustee. The mortgagee would therefore have priority over the trustee 


in bankruptcy.—Covunse., Muir Mackenzie ; Ashton Cross ; Bernard O’ Connor. 
Soricrtors, Adams ¢ Adams; Payne ¢ Son; J. Perry Godfrey. 


[Reported by G. Row.anp Austoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PEPE v. CITY AND SUBURBAN BUILDING SOCIETY—Chitty, J., 
17th March. 


Buripine Socrery—Norice ory WiraprRawAL—ALTERATION OF RvuLEs sun- 
SEQUENT TO Notics— WITHDRAWING MemnErn Bounp—Buiuprne Socreties 
Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42), ss. 16, 18. 


The plaintiff, in March, 1888, bought four fully paid-up £50 shares in 
the defendant society. On the 5th of January, 1891, the plaintiff gave 
notice to withdraw. At that date rule 5 of the defendant society’s rules 
directed the payment of withdrawals pro rata according to order of 
notice. It was, by virtue of rule 33 of these rules, part of the contract 
between the plaintiff and the society that the rules might be altered. The 
plaintiff was not paid, and, on the 26th of May, 1892, the society altered 
its rules by giving the directors power at their discretion to pay off 
members whose holding was £50 and under in priority to larger holders, 
The society having acted on this rule, the plaintiff commenced this action, 
claiming that the defendants could not so act to his prejudice, and moved 
for an injunction. It was agreed that the hearing should be treated as 
the trial of the action. 

Currty, J., said that a member who had given notice to withdraw from 
the society was still a member (Sibun v. Pearce, 38 W. R. 658, 44 Ch. D. 
354, at p. 371), and as a member of a society like this, with power to alter 
its rules, he remained subjéct to the rules as duly altered. The plaintiff 
had a vested right to be paid when he gave his notice (Auld v. Glasgow, 
$c., Building Society, 35 W. R. 632, 12 App. Cas. 197, per Lord Herschell), 
but that right was liable to be divested in virtue of a duly passed substitu- 
tionary rule. Davies v. Second Chatham Building Society (61 L. T. 680) was 
an authority shewing that, the society’s rules providing at the time when 
the plaintiff became a member that the rules might be altered, the right 
which the plaintiff acquired by his notice to withdraw was divested by the 
tule subsequently passed, and that he was bound by such rule. The 
motion must be dismissed, but without costs.—CounskeL, Morton Daniel ; 
Farwell, Q.C., and A. aB. Terrell. Soutcrrors, Cuddon § Co.; Skipper § 
Tucker. 

[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


DIBB ». WALKER—Chitty, J., 17th March. 


Srarore or Luwrrations (3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 42), ss. 3, 5—Morroace—As- 
SIGNMENT OF Equity or RepEMPTION—S&TTLEMENT—PAYMENT OF INTEREST 
ny Assignez TENANT FoR Lire—Remepy acainst Mortrcacor—Jvpica- 

- rurE Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), 8. 25, sun-section 6—AssiaNn- 
MENT OF Dest on Oxnose In AcTION BEFORE Ist Novemner, 1875— 
RerrospectiveE OrppRaATION oF AcT. 


On a transfer of mortgages in 1831 the mo 
to pay — and interest. In 1833 he the equity of redemption 
expressly subject to the payment of principal and interest, with special 
provisions in that behalf. In 1870, after his death, the mortgages were 
transferred to persons from whom the plaintiffs derived title by assign- 
ment. Ellen Walker, the tenant for life under the settlement, joined in 
this transfer, and by way of further security covenanted to pay the interest 
during her life. It was formally admitted that from 1866 to 1889 Ellen 
Walker was tenant for life in possession of the mortgaged estate and ~ 
the interest on the mortgages. The estate had recently been sold in a 
foreclosure suit, and proving insufficient the mortgagees by assignment now 
sued the mortgagor’s executor on the covenants, previously giving notice of 
their title to the debtor under section 25, sub-section 6, of the Judicature Act, 
1873. The defendant contended that this section (which deals with the 
assignment of choses in action) was not retrospective, and would not apply 
to the assignment of 1870. He also relied on the Statute of Limitations 
(3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42), ss. 3, 5, and contended that the payments of interest 
by the tenant for life in this case ought to be attributed to her own per- 
sonal covenant in 1870, and could not keep the debt alive against the mort- 
gagor’s estate, and generally ee of interest by a tenant for life 
by assignment of an equity of emption was not in any case sufficient 
to keep alive the debt as against the mortgagor. 

Curry, J., said that the words “‘ shall be deemed to have been effectual ’’ 
in section 25, sub-section 6, of the Judicature Act, 1873, were plainly retro- 
spective. No just reason could be given for confining its operation to 
assignments made after the ing of the Act. As to the first t on 
the Statute of Limitations, Tis lordship was unable to accept it. The 
covenant of 1870 was expressly entered into by way of further security, 
and it would be strange to hold it im the mo ’s rights. 
The point seemed to be covered by Forsyth v. Bristowe (8 Ex. 716, 1 W. R. 
C. L. Dig. 100). As to the second point, section 5, as observed by Lord 
Cranworth in Roddam v. Morley (5 W.R. 510, 1 De G. & J. 18) did not 
specify by whom the payment was to be made. But no doubt it must be 
made by a party interested ; payment by a mere — would not suffice. 
In Roddam v. Morley and Hollingshead v. Webster (36 W. R. 660, 37 Ch. D. 
651), a decision on the Statute of James I., pa t bya devisee for life 
kept the debt alive against all persons entitled in remainder. The tenant 
for life in possession was the proper to pay the interest, par- 
ticularly in the case of a settlement like the present, where the settlor 
had with all his interest. The point was covered by the principle 
of the decisions in Roddam v. Morley and Forsyth v. Bristowe. In the 
latter case the assignee who covenanted to pay interest was assignee of the 
equity of redemption of the entire estate, but for the pu of the 
statute there was yo distinction between such an assignee and an assignee 


r joined and covenanted 


for life. The additional reason given by Lord Wensleydale in Forsyth v. 
Bristowe was a os te ng —_. He laid 
it down that payment of interest by the assignee eq 

was clearly payment of interest, and thatthe statute 8 4 Will. 4 

5, did not expressly require that it should be made by the party 1 or 
agent, but if such requirement was implied, then the assignee of the equity 


of redemption who covenanted to pay was sufficiently an agent for the 


: 


urpose. Payment by an agent was not expressly mentioned in section 5 
tos tt append ts be ported from the other part of the section, : 
of acknowledgment in writing by the party liable or his agent. In 


Chinnery v. Evans (13 W. R. 20, 11 H. L. C. 135) Lord Westbury spoke of 
the large import and meaning attributed to the words “‘ person by 

the same shall be payable or Ais agent,”? which occur in section 40 of 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27. His lordshi rested his decision on the second point in 
Forsyth v. Bristowe, and that the = of interest had kept the 
debt alive against the defendant as the executor of the covenantor.— 
Counsei, Levett, Q.C., and Borthwick ; Byrne, Q.C., and Coltman, Soxtct- 
tors, Oldman § Clabburn, for Albert Iveson § Son, Gainsborough; Gedge, 
Kirby, ¢ Millett. 

[Reported by G. Row.anp AusTox, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BARBER v. PENLEY—North, J., 17th and 21st March. 


InsuNcTION—NUISANCE BY cAUsING Crowns To CoLLect—PLAY—MANAGER 
or THEATRE. 


This wasa motion for an injunction, treated by consent as the trial of the 
action, to restrain the defendant from so carrying ona theatre of which he 
was manager, by causing crowds to assemble or otherwise, as to pane 
the access or egress to or from the plaintiff’s dwelling. Plaintiff was a 
lodging-honse keeper and defendant was p' tor of the Globe Theatre, 
where a very popular piece has recently a' 
to the plaintiff’s evidence the 
interfered with her business as a ne ile keeper, which she had 
commenced in that place in 1892. Her , who were mainly workin, 
men, came home between 6 and 8 p.m., and their only way of entrance 
through a door which adjoined the pit entrance to the defendant’s 
theatre. This way the crowd waiting for the opening of defendant’s 
doors blocked. The defendant stated in his affidavit that the performance 
was only advertised to commence at 7.30, and he was not if 
crowds chose to collect at an earlicr time. He denied that ingress to the 
plaintiff’s premises was impossible. He had also paid for extra police, and 
it was tted that since the ings had commenced the way to the 
plaintiff's had been kept clear. It was argued for the 
yg aha the defendant chose a oe — tin a ow 
of crowds, he must take the . It was ar on 
other de that the defendant had taken premises close to a theatre that 
had been established for twenty years, and must put up with the 
consequences. The defendant had no more created a nuisance than a 
clergyman who secures an eminent her whose sermons attract crowds. 

Norrn, J., held that as after the first few nights during which the play 
had run the defendant had reason to suppose that the result of his per- 
formance was to attract the crowds that caused the nuisance he was 
responsible for it, and that the action of the plaintiff was justifiable. 
As the nuisance had been stopped he did not, however, grant injunoe- 
tion, but ordered the defendant to pay the costs of the action.—Counsz1, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Faweus; Everitt, Q.C., and Henderson. Soxtct- 
tors, Spyer § Son; C. G. Sherwood. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BEDINGFIELD AND HERRING—North, J., 18th March, 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Power or Sate wir Consent or TENANT FOR 
Lire—Consent or Trustee 1x Bankruptcy or Tenant ror Lire AND 
INCUMBRANCERS ON HIS INTEREST. 

By a post-nuptial settlement, dated the 3rd of December, 1878, 
H. W. M. Neville assigned the trust funds comprised therein to R. P. 
Bedingfield and A. J. Norris, the trustees, upon trust for himself for life, 
and as therein mentioned. The settlement empowered the trustees to lay 
out the trust funds in the purchase of lands 
of the said Neville, to be held x the trustees u 
consent in writing of the said Neville, during his life. In August, 1887, 
Messrs. Bedingfield and Norris, as trustees of th h 
property known as ‘‘ The Pines.’’ On the 2ud of June, 1892, the trustees 
sold ‘‘ The Pines to Mr. Herring, at a public auction, subject to conditions 
of sale. Mr. ay had encum Mex life —* Bee Sage, become 
bankrupt. In their requisitions on the abstrac 
yequised the consent of the trustee in bankruptcy of Mr. Neville and the 
incumbrancers on his life interest. The trustees refused to 
consent, or any consent, but that of Mr. Neville. This was a summons 
under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, by the purchaser for a declara- 
tion, inter alia, that the consent eee = Sey ere 


brancers was necessary 

Nortu, J.—I think it is clearly settled 

that, if an owner of a limited in ears ies & Se 
or directing or consenting to a sale, of his interest, the power 
not extinguished, but is still capable of being exercised _— so far as 
such exercise does not derogate from or interfere with previous dis- 
position. I do not think it necessary to refer to any earlier case on this 
swrabes htm ge Winwood (3 M. & W. 653), a case which has never been 


issented from, but has often been and followed. Hole v. Escott 
(4 My. & Cr. 187), Warburton v. Faur (16 Sim. 623), and Zisdell vy. Ham- ~ 


E 














mersiey (31 Beav. 255) are also authorities to this effect. In Simpson v. 
Bathurst (L. R. 5 Ch. 193) it was held that a similar power could only be 
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exercised with the concurrence of the mortgagee of a tenant for life, and 
of the trustee in his bankruptcy. In Alerander v. Mills (L. R. 6 Ch. 124) 
it was held that a power of sale could be exercised with the consent of a 
urchaser of the interest of the tenant for life. In Cooper v. Slight (27 
h. D. 564), where trustees had a power of advancement with the consent 
of the tenant for life, it was held that the power of consenting was not 
extinguished by his bankruptcy, but could only be exercised with the 
consent of the trustee in bankruptcy. The cases of Walmsley v. Butter- 
worth (Coote on Mortgages, 2nd ed., p. 698) and Holdsworth v. Gosse (29 
Beav. 111), relied on by the vendors, do not really conflict with the other 
authorities. Applying those authorities to the present case the trust 
is now land to the rents and profits of which the incumbrancers 
and assignees of Mr. Neville are entitled. It is proposed to convert the 
land into money and to substitute the income arising from the investment 
of the net proceeds of sale for the rents and profits. For this the consent 
in writing of Mr. Neville is necessary. His giving such consent would 
clearly affect the interests which he or the law acting for him has created, 
and this cannot be done without derogating from Mr. Neville’s dispositions 
thus made. Under these circumstances I think it clear that the requisi- 
tions have not been sufficiently answered, and that the concurrence of the 
incumbrancers and assignees in bankruptcy of Mr. Neville in the sale is 
essential, and as the vendors have declined to procure such consent they 
must pay the costs of this application.—Covnset, 8. Hall, Q.C., and 
Micklem ; Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Mulligan. Souscrrors, Williamson, Hill, 
¢§ Co., for Rackham, Norwich; Norris ¢ Norris. 
[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re THE MANCHESTER, MIDDLETON, AND DISTRICT TRAMWAYS 
C0.—Kekewich, J., 15th March. 


Tramway Company —ARANDONMENT OF UNDERTAKING—APPLICATION OF 
Depostr—Depostrors—CreEDITORS—PARLIAMENTARY Deposits AND Bonps 
Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 27), 8. 1. 


In this case the company was incorporated by a private Act of 1885, 
but never acquired any land or carried on any business. The company, 
on applying for their Act, had made the usual Parliamentary Deposit, 
which consisted of the sum of £2,710 3s. 3d. Consols, and, the company 
having abandoned their undertaking, the question arose what persons were 
entitled to this sum. The case came within the Parliamentary Deposits 
and Bonds Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 27), by section 1 of which it is 
enacted (1) that where moneys or securities have been deposited to secure 
the completion by any company of any undertaking authorized by Parlia- 
ment, and the undertaking has not been completed witbin the time limited 
in that behalf, the court may order the deposit fund to be applied towards 
compensating landowners, and, in the case of tramway companies, 
towards compensating road authorities; (2) that, subject to the payment 
of such compensation, the court may, in certain events (of which the 
abandonment by the company of their undertaking is one), order that the 
deposit fund may be ‘‘ applied as part of the assets of the company for 
the benefit of the creditors thereof” ; and (3) that, subject to such appli- 
cation, the court may order the deposit fund to be “ paid or transferred 
to the depositors or the persons claiming through or under them.”’ Three 
summonses were taken out by (1) assignees of the solicitor of the com- 
pany, (2) the legal personal representative of a parliamentary agent who 

acted on behalf of the company, and (3) a judgment creditor of the 
company on @ Lloyd’s bond. The fact of the applicants being creditors 
of the company at all was disputed, but the court, in the first place, 
decided the question whether or not the creditors of the company, both 
** meritorious ’’ and ‘‘ non-meritorious,”’ were entitled to share in the 
deposit before the depositors. The applicants relied on the Act of 1892, 
the effect of which, they contended, was to entitle them to the deposit 
after — of the compensation provided by the Act. A firm of 
bankers advanced to the promoters the sum required for the deposit, 
and on their behalf it was contended that the Act had merely substituted 
the depositors for the Crown, and had made no difference in the distinc- 
tion between “‘ meritorious ’’ and ‘‘ non-meritorious ”’ creditors. 

Kexewicu, J., said that, to his mind, there was no reasonable doubt 
about the point. The Legislature might have been more express, but by 
the Parliamentary Deposits and Bonds Act, 1892, it had introduced pro- 
visions to which he could only give effect by conceiving an implied 
intention to give a class of creditors a claim which they did not possess 
before. The principle of the cases cited on behalf of the depositors had 
been accurately stated, but the more accurately it was stated the more 
suicidal it was. The principle of these cases was that, the depositors 
belonging to a class of persons who had had a hand in bringing into 
existence a “‘ paper’? company, a company incompetent to fulfil any public 
undertaking which had deserved the sanction of the Legislature, and the 
depositors taking nothing under the old rule, it followed that those who 
had joined hands with the depositors in assisting at the birth of this 
‘‘ paper” company should be placed in the same category with the 
depositors; and that, therefore, solicitors and parliamentary agents and 
others who had spent time and money im promoting the Bill ought uot to 
be paid out of the deposit, whereas “‘ meritorious’ creditors outside the 
sa of the company ought to be paid. The balance, if any, was 
orfeited to the Crown, as a warning against the formation of these 
est ” companies. This was the law before 1892. In that year the 
Par tary Deposits and Bonds Act, 1892, was passed, every word of 
which led up to the conclusion at which he had arrived. The Act was 
entitled ‘‘An Act to authorize the release of certain Deposits, and the 
cancellation of certain Bonds, made or given to secure the performance of 

authorized by Parliament.’’ The Legislature, therefore, had 


before it, not only the deposits to be released, but the exact character of 
the deposite—namely, a deposit made to secure the performance of an 





undertaking authorized by Parliament, not a deposit made to secure the 
passing of the Bill, but made in order to give tangible effect to the under- 
taking sanctioned by Parliament. Such a deposit was to be released ; not. 
as formerly, forfeited to the Crown. Section 1, sub-section 3, provided 
that what was not wanted for the payment of creditors was to be paid to 
the depositors or the persons claiming through them. It seemed a strange 
thing for the i gee to say that the Act was passed for their benefit— 
that they should be paid, but that the solicitors and parliamentary agents 
who were equally guilty in promoting this paper company should be left 
out in the cold. That was, in his lordship’s po pov manifestly unjust. 
The Legislature had contemplated the case of abandonment, and had 
provided that, in case of abandonment, as in the other cases mentioned, 
the whole matter was to be considered by the court and the deposit dealt 
with. No doubt the application of the deposit for the benefit of the 
creditors was the same as before. That provision was formerly held to 
upply only to ‘‘ meritorious ’’ creditors, but that was because the Crown 
had an ultimate claim. Now, the Crown had nothing to say, and, the 
ultimate gift being to the depositors, all the creditors must take so far as 
the fund would go. It would be monstrous to allow the depositors to take 
this money away and put it in their own pockets. His lordship added 
that he was not deciding that, as between ‘‘ meritorious’’ and ‘‘ non- 
meritorious ”’ creditors, the ‘‘ non-meritorious’’ should share rateably with 
the ‘‘ meritorious,’ but only that both ‘‘ meritorious’’ and ‘‘ non-meri- 
torious”’ creditors came in before depositors.—CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., 
and C. E. E. Jenkins ; Swinfen Eady ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Lyttelton Chubb ; 
Alexander, Q.C., and J. G. Faweus. Soxtorrors, Trinder § Capron; 
J. W. Watkin; Barraud, Regge, § Jupp ; Spyer § Sons. 


[Reported by Arvonp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE MINING SHARES INVESTMENT CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 18th March. 


CompANy—WINDING UP—JURISDICTION TO MAKE ORDER UNDER COMPANIES 
(MzmoranpuM or Association) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 62)—Com- 
PANtigs Act, 1862, s. 81—Companres (Winpina-vur) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vicr. c. 63), ss. 1, sun-secTions (1), (2), 2, 32, 33—Orper or THE 26TH 
or Marcu, 1892—Companres (MEMoRANDUM oF AssoctaTion) Act, 1890, 
s. 1. 


This was an application for directions, adjourned by the registrar to the 
judge, which raised the question whether the judge appointed to exercise 
the jurisdiction of the High Court in the winding up of companies has 
jurisdiction to make orders under the Companies (Memorandum of Asso- 
ciation) Act, 1890. Re Islington and General Electric Supply Co. (36 Soutct- 
Tors’ JouRNAL, 487) was referred to, where Chitty, J., said that the order 
of the 26th of March, 1892, appointing Vaughan Williams, J , to exercise 
the jurisdiction of the High UVourt under the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, did not affect the previous jurisdiction of the court except in a 
particular portion—namely, the winding up of companies, and that the 
jurisdiction of the Chancery Division in other company business (¢.g., 
petitions under the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890) 
remained as before the order was made. Jones v. Swansea Society (29 W. R. 
382) was also mentioned. 

Vaveuan Wiuurams, J., said that he was of opinion that he had juris- 
diction to make orders under the Companies (Memorandum of Association) 
Act, 1890. He had arrived at the conclusion that he had jurisdiction, but 
he did not intend to decide anything more than that, and he did not pro- 
pose to say whether, in his judgment, the jurisdiction which he possessed 
was exclusive, or whether it was a jurisdiction which he possessed con- 
currently with other judges of the Chancery Division, and he did not pro- 
pose to decide the question in such a way as to have to express an opinion 
that the jurisdiction was concurrent. All that was decided by Chitty, J., 
in Re Islington and General Electric Supply Co. was that he himseif had juris- 
diction under the Act sitting as a judge of the Chancery Division. Chitty, 
J., did not decide, and the question was not before him, that he (Vaughan 
Williams, J.) had not jurisdiction. If Chitty, J., had come to such a 
decision, and that question had been before him for determination, his 
decision might have been binding in the present case, but the question 
was not before him. In his judgment he (Vaughan Williams, J.) had 
jurisdiction, and he proposed to state shortly the grounds for his decision. 
Under section 81 of the Companies Act, 1862, it is said ‘‘ the expression 
‘the court,’ as used in this part of the Act”’ (i.c., Part [V., which deals 
with winding up), ‘‘ shall mean the following authorities (that is to say) ’’ 
—‘‘in the case of a company registered in England”’ “the High Court of 
Chancery.”’ By the Judicature Acts the jurisdiction of the High Court of 
Chancery was transferred to the High Court of Justice. Section 81 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, was repealed by section 33 of the Companies (Wind- 
ing-up) Act, 1890, and it might be observed that that Act was passed on the 
18th of August, 1890, the very day on which the Companies (Memorandum 
of Association) Act, 1890, was also . Section 1, sub-section (2), of 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, provided that ‘‘ the courts 
having jurisdiction to wind up companies in England and Wales shall be 
the High Court’’ and certain other courts, and sub-section (2) of the 
same section provided that where the capital of a company, as was the 
case here, exceeded £10,000, the petition should be presented to the 
High Court. By section 2 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, it 
was enacted that, “‘ subject to general rules and orders of transfer made 
under the authority of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, and 
the Acts amending it, the jurisdiction of the High Court under this Act 


shall, as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time by general order- 
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direct, be exercised either generally or in specified classes of cases either 
by such judge or judges of the Chancery Division of the High Court as 
the Lord Chancellor may assign to exercise that jurisdiction, or by the 
judge who for the time being exercises the bankruptcy jurisdiction of 
the High Court.” Therefore, it was distinctly said that the winding-up 
jurisdiction was to be exercised by the judges mentioned in that section. 
y the order of the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice, made on 
the 26th of March, 1892, it was directed that ‘‘on and after the 6th day 
of May, 1892, the jurisdiction of the High Court under the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1892, shall, until further order, be exercised by the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, sitting and acting for the purpose 
of the exercise of such jurisdiction as an additional judge of the cery 
Division, and the said judge shall, on and after the day aforesaid, and 
until further order, be the judge of the High Court assigned for the 
se of the exercise of that jurisdiction pursuant to the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890."’ In these circumstances it seemed to him 
perfectly clear that he was a judge having assigned to him the jurisdic- 
tion of the High Court in the winding up of companies. That being so, 
section 1 of the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890, 
provided that ‘‘ in no such case shall any such alteration take effect until 
confirmed on petition by the court which has jurisdiction to make an 
order for wiuding up the company.’”’ He was of opinion that he was 
the court having jurisdiction to make such an order in the sense that the 
High Court had such jurisdiction, and that he was the judge to whom 
that part of the jurisdiction of the High Court had been assigned. It 
had been suggested that the word ‘‘has’’ in the section last referred to 
did not mean at the time when. the petition was presented, but ‘‘has in 
relation to the point of time when the Act of Parliament was ag 
His lordship did not agree with that suggestion. In any case it would 
be a forced and unnatural construction, but especially so when the word 
was used in an Act passed on the very day on which an Act was passed 
repealing section 81 of the Companies Act, 1862, and determining what 
court should in future exercise jurisdiction in winding up. In these 
circumstances, he was of opinion that he had jurisdiction, and should 
send the matter to chambers to be there dealt with.—CounsgL, F. 7, Procter. 

Souicrror, H. P. Cobb. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


Re THE CLARENDON LAND INVESTMENT AND AGENCY CO. (LIM.) 
—Vaughan Williams, J., 17th March. 


PracticE—APPEALS FROM CHAMBERS DIRECT TO CourRT oF APPBAL. 


This was a petition for the winding up of the above-named company, 
and during the arguments VavcHan Wituams, J., said that a case 
recently been heard by him in chambers, and had been taken to the Court 
of Appeal without his having had an opportunity of saying whether he 
wished to hear any further argument on the question. This practice was 
contrary to the practice established in the Chancery Division with regard 
to appeals from a judge in chambers, and he had the authority of the 
Lords Justices for saying that it was only on the assumption that such an 
opportunity had been given that the appeal in question was heard. In the 
future appeals direct from chambers to the Court of Appeal would not be 
heard without leave of the judge, or his certificate that he did not require 
to hear further argument.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Grosvenor 
Woods ; Everitt, Q.C., and Eve; Bramwel! Davis; Herbert Brown. So.tct- 
tors, Munns § Longden ; Snell, Son, § Greenip; R. G. Marsden § Wilson. 

{Reported by V. pe 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


STRONG v. THE CARLYLE PRESS (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 17th 
March. 


Company —WInpInNc up—Secvurity ror Costs—Orricta, Recetver— 
Compantes Act, 1862, s. 69 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs in a debenture-holder’s action that 
a counter-claim delivered by the defendant company might be struck out, 
or that, in the alternative, security for costs might be ordered to be given 
by the company. ‘The company had been ordered to be wound up by the 
court, and the official receiver was liquidator thereof. 

Vavucuan Wituiams, J., ordered the motion to be adjourned to come on 
at the trial; but that the company should be ordered to give security for 
costs to the extent of £50. In the course of his judgment his lordship 
eaid that in the course of the arguments a question had been raised as to 
whether there was jurisdiction to order the official receiver to give security 
for costs, but he was not doing that, he was ordering the company to 
procure security for costs to be given. He did not think that the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, had affected section 69 of the Companies 
Act, 1862.—CounsgL, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Beddall ; Marten, Q.C., and 
Ribton. Soxscrrors, Clapham, Fitch, § Co. ; Piesse § Son. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN J. DREYFUS & SONS AND R. & W. 
PAUL—20th March. 


ARBITRATION—LzAvE or OCovurT TO REVOKE SuBMIssION—MarerRiat Ev1- 


DENCE ONLY OBTAINABLE BY Issuz or Commission—DrecreTIon or | g 


JuDGE. 
is was an appeal from the refusal of a judge in chambers to grant 


from Sulina, at the mouth of the Danube, in 
yan at issue was whether the cargo had, 
ctober, or on the Ist day of November. The officers of the gave 
evidence for the sellers before the arbitrator that the cargo was 
in October, but it was alleged in an affidavit by the solicitor to the buyers 
that he was informed that at Sulina were prepared to give evidence 
that the shipment was on the Ist of November. The buyers desired to 
take the e of these persons u 
refused their consent to taking their 
tor has no power to direct the issue of a commission. e buyers, there- 
fore, applied for the leave of the court to revoke the submission unless 
sellers would agree to the taking of evidence upon commission. Kennedy, 
J., in chambers, refused to give the leave asked for, and the buyers 
appealed. The Arbitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49), provides 
(section 1) that ‘‘a submission, unless a contrary intention is 
therein, shall be irrevocable except by leave of the court ora a 

Tue Covurr (Lord Conerincr, O0.J., and Lorgs, L.J.) 

appeal. 
Pond Co.zrtver, O.J.—The application is that we should enable one 
party to an arbitration to revoke the submission unless the other party will 
consent to the examination of witnesses at a foreign place. The sworn 
evidence upon which we are asked to do this is merely that a —- 
kas had information that witnesses at Sulina will give certain ; 
anything more shadowy and than that I cannot imagine. The 
arbitration is governed by the Arbitration Act, 1889, under which the * po 
to issue « commission is distinctly withheld. It is said that although 
there is no such power, and we cannot, therefore, directly order the issue 
of a commission, yet we may, in order to have justice done, give leave to 
revoke the submission unless the issue of a commission is assented to; 
that would be, in effect, to compel one party to consent to the commission 
at peril of up all that he thinks of value in the submission to 
arbitration. I doubt whether we have jurisdiction to do that ; but even 
if we have—as to which I give no decision—I think we ought not to 
— with the discretion which the judge at chambers has carefully 
exercised. 

Lopgs, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Ap " 
CounsgL, R. M. Bray; W. Wills. Soracrrons, Irvine, Hodges, § Borrowman ; 
Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Drit, Barrister-at-Law,)} 
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ACTON LOCAL BOARD v. THE NORTH AND SOUTH WESTERN JUNC. 
TION RAJLWAY CO. AND OTHERS—Smith, L.J., 20th March. 


EasemMents—Ricut or Way—Levet Onoss:na over Rar.way—Ricuts or 
Way nor existine at Dare or MAKING Rartway— Apsorninc Owners 
—WHETHER ADJOINING OwNER HAS RicGHTs of WAY CREATED AFTER 
CompLeTion or Ratnway. 
saee — nates Smith, eet -, Without a jury, raising the question 

whether, when a level crossing is made over a way to existing 
rights of way, this applies only to — of way then calling, cal not to 
new rights of way afterwards . The action was brought by the 
Acton Local Board against the North and South Western Junction Rail- 
way Co. and others, asking for a declaration that the local board, their 
successors and assigns, are entitled to a right of way from their land in 
Acton Vale to and across the North and South Western Junction Railway, 
and for an injunction to restrain the defendants from obstructing such 
right of way, and for damages for the obstruction. The plaintiffs possess 
a plot of land in Acton which is bounded on the north by a cart road, or 
‘‘warple way ’’ as it is called. The road near the plaintiffs’ land crosses 
the railway by a level crossing. There are certain sewage works the 
plaintiffs’ land, and the plaintiffs claimed for the of land 
and works and the proper user thereof a t of way for themselves, 
their vehicles, and servants over the road level crossing. This righ’ 
of way was not claimed as a public right of way, but as the right of the 
adjoining owners. The railway was com; in 1857, and the plaintiffs 
in 1885 acquired the plot of land for the of their sewage works, 
and they put up a notice that there was no . The defendants in 
their defence denied that the plaintiffs had an, right of way across the 
railway or over the road which bounded the ? land. The learned 
judge took time to consider his judgment. 

March 20.—The following judgment was read by Smiru, L.J.—The 

plaintiffs seek to restrain the company from ee © way for horses, 

carts, and on foot, to which they alleged they are entitled, the obstruction 
complained of being at a level crossing on the defendants’ railway. The 
company pre Ad po aeons bn wegen in 1885 purchased -_ 

property of w y are —— compulsory powers from . 

Cooper Essex and Mr. , and right from 

their property. The object of the present action is to establish that they 

have a right of way for and carts and on foot from their sewage 
works, in continuation of that way, across 

on to the Southfield-road, made in 1860 under an Inclosure Act. What I 

have to decide is, what is the plaintiffs’ 


oe 


the defendants’ railway ? pgd ren =o their case in two alterna- 
tive ways: first, that prior to making of the railway in 1857 there 
existed an old ‘‘ warple way” or easement (that is,a rough unmade cart 


track used by the occupying owners or tenants for a 


: 
: 
- 





Th 
the leave of the court to revoke a submission to arbitration. The dispute 
arose out of a contract to purchase a cargu of maize which was to be shipped 
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in the conveyance, the right of way in question. Prior to the 
making of the railway in 1857 there existed upon the tract of land, then 
called Acton Common-fields, a main warple way from a point on the 
highway from Acton to a point a little below the level crossing, and from 
this point other warple ways struck out, leading to many other holdings 
of many different owners, into which the fields were then divided. It 
seems to me that these ways had their origin from the necessities of the 
case, for without them the owners would have no access to their 
lands. Prior to 1859, when the inclosure award was made, the 
occupying owners and tenants were entitled to use these warple 
ways to their respective holdings for agricultural purposes. It is 
clear to me that when the company made the level crossing with 
gates on each side of the line, they did so because of the then exis- 
tence of a warple way to the different holdings. The plaintiffs con- 
tended that these warple ways stil] exist, or, at any rate, their equiva- 
lents ; and that they, as owners of their estate, are entitled to use them, 
and for that purpose to pass over the level crossing in the same way as 
before the Inclosure Act award, 1859. But it was answered that the 
award extinguished all ways except those set out in the award, and that 
thus the old warple ways, not being set out, were extinguished, and that 
the old warple ways were granted for a particular purpose—namely, for 
the ge of the different owners getting to and from their different 
plots of land for agricultural purposes, and that when the lands were 
allotted in 1859 this purpose came to an end, and, consequently, the rights 
of way : National Guaranteed Manure Co. v. Donald (7 W. R. 185, 4 H. & N. 
8). It was, indeed, contended that the inclosure commissioners had no 
power to deal with rights of way, but to that I cannot assent, looking at 
sections 68, 148, and 167 of the Inclosure Act, 1845. Under the award all 
the old warple ways south of the railway are left out, and Southfield-road 
appears to be substituted for them, and is set out by the commissioners, 
and every allotment has an adequate road given to it. ‘To meet this strong 
case of the extinguishment of the old ways, evidence was given of user 
since 1859, but it appears to me that after 1859 there was but little user 
of the level crossing, such as there was being that of the tenants of the 
land immediately north and south of the crossing. In 1879 and 1880 a 
great change took place on both sides of the crossing, and a considerable 
traffic arose. In July, 1892, the solicitors for the company wrote to the 
freeholder ‘‘ as representing the property for the benefit of which the 
crossing was originally constructed, and the only parties really entitled to 
use, the crossing are the owners and occupants of that property,’’ 
and since 1882 the gates have been cr under lock and key by the com- 
pany, and in 1887 they put up boarding to make the gates unclimbable. 
Tn ce judgment the evidence wholly fails to shew that the user of the old 
warple way was continued, and I am clearly of opinion that these ways 
were in fact extinguished in 1859, and that these ways south of the line 
have never since been used. Then as to the alternative case—which 
rested on the fact that in the conveyance to the plaintiffs a right of way 
was granted over the level crossing as ‘‘a way appertaining or reputed 
to prion to the land conveyed’’—in my judgment, for these general 
to carry a right of way, the way must be a way in fact existing 
nye & for the use of the tenement at the date of the conveyance. 
is what I held in Roe v. Siddons (37 W. R. 228, 22 Q. B. D. 224), 
where I collected the cases on the subject, and I adhere to that holding. 
On the facts I come to the conclusion that this was not a case of a right of 
way so existing. Further it appeared from 1882 the gates had been kept 
continuously locked by the company, and only those were allowed to cross 
to whom they had given keys and permission to cross. How, then, can 
it be held that at the date of the conveyance to the plaintiffs there was a 
way in fact across the line apparently for the use of the plaintiffs’ tene- 
ment? Five years before it had been abandoned by Mr. Essen, before the 
had been locked up. In my judgment this case also fails, and on 
the whole judgment must be for thecompany. Judgment for the defend- 
guts.—Counsg.. Finlay, Q.C., Neville, Q C., Pollard, and Rowlatt; Sir H. 
Davey, Q.C., Murphy, Q.C., T. H. Carson, and FE. Moon. Soutcrrors, A. 
Hemsley ; Pave, Son, § Pollock. 


[Reported by Sir Surnston Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. } 


RASSAM v. BUDGE.—16th March. 
Practice —PLeaDINGc—SLANDER—EMBARRASSING DEFENCE, 


This was an appeal of the plaintiff from an order of Kennedy, J., in 
chambers, refusing to strike out certain paragraphs in the defence. Tse 
plaintiff, a retired officer of the Indian Civil Service, brought an action 
against the defendant, an assistant in the Oriental Antiquities De ent 
of the British Musenm, to recover damages for libel and slander alleged by 
the plaintiff to have been written and spoken by the defendant in connec- 
tion with certain antiquarian researches conducted by the plaintiff in 
Asiatic Turkey on behalf of the trustees of the British Museum. The 
so before the court related to that portion only of the case which 

t with the alleged slander. Paragraph 6 of the statement of claim 
was as follows :—‘‘ In or about the month of June, 1891, the defendant 
falsely and maliciously spoke and published of the plaintiff and of him as 
such agent of the Bntish Museum as aforesaid the words following, 
that is to say :—A, This is the kind of thing Rassam sent home. Other 

got all the whole tablets; we got the fragments—mere rubbish. 
overseers who carried on the excavations were his’’ ( ing the 
plaintiff's) ‘‘ relations, and they picked out all the good tablets and sold 
them to the Germans, Americans, and others.. There was great dishonesty 
on the part of these men. Oh, yes, the overseers were his relations. 
David Thoma was his relation, and so were the others. He allowed these 
men to appropriate the perfect tablets from our excavations at Abou 
Hubba and elsewhere which belonged to the British Museum, and ought 
to have been cent here, and to sell them to the agents of the Berlin and 








other museums.’’ By sections B and C of paragraph 6 further state- 
ments of a similar c ter were alleged to have been spoken by the 
defendant. The innuendo was that the plaintiff had habitually neglected 
his duties and misconducted himself as agent of the British Museum, and 
had defrauded, and assisted others to defraud, his employers. The 
defendant by his defence admitted that he spoke the first two sentences in 
section A of paragraph 6 of the statement of claim, but denied speaking 
the rest of the words in section A or the words in sections Band C. He 
also pleaded that the words, if spoken, did not bear the defamatory 
m alleged, and he pleaded that they were privileged. Paragraph 10 
of the defence was as follows :—‘‘10. The d t upon the said date’’ 
(i.e., on the date when the words in section A of wor gy 6 of the 
statement of claim were alleged to have been spoken) ‘‘did say the 
following words :—‘ That the men employed by the plaintiff and the 
British Museum in the said excavation appropriated tablets and other 
antiquities and sold them to other persons and to agents of other museums. 
That tablets which must have been dug from the said sites had been sold 
to Germans and Americans, and that the British Museum had madea 
large purchase of such tablets in open market, and that the tablets so 

urchased were in a more ect condition and more valuable than those 
Crecsded directly to the British Museum.’ The said words were and are 
true in substance and in fact, and were published on a privileged occasion 
as hereinafter appearing in paragraph 12 of this defence.”” Paragraph 14 
of the defence was similar to paragraph 10, and contained the defendant’s 
version of what was said by him on the occasion when the words in sections 
B and C in paragraph 6 of the statement of claim were alleged to have been 
spoken, and a similar allegation that’ the defendant’s version was true and 
privileged. The plaintiff applied to the judge in chambers to strike out 
paragraphs 10 and 14 of the defence, on the ground that they were irrele- 
vant and raised immaterial issues, and disclosed no answer to the plaintiff's 
cause of action, but were embarrassing.: Kennedy, J., dismissed this 
application, and the plaintiff appealed. 

‘HR Court (Lord Cotenrinaz, C.J., and A. L. Surn, L.J.) allowed the 

a 4 
oe Coteniner, C.J., said that in this action the plaintiff complained 
that the defendant had said a number of things of him which were, if 
proved, undoubtedly libellous. The defendant might have said by way of 
defence that he did not speak the words complained of, or that he did 
speak them and that they were true or privileged. Instead of doing that 
the defendant had adopted a course which was extremely embarrassing. 
He said that he did not say exactly the words complained of, and he set 
out his version and pleaded that it was true. But if the defendant’s 
version was substantially different from the plaintiff’s, then the defendant 
had not been guilty of libel ; whereas, if it was substantially the same, the 
defendant ought to fail in the action. The trial of libel actions would be 
much embarrassed if an additional plea such as this were allowed to be 
added. What would be tie issue which the jury had to determine? 
Would it be, did the defendant or did he not utter the words alleged by 
the plaintiff, or would it be that some other words had been spoken by the 
defendant? There was no doubt that paragraphs 10 and 14 ough: to be 
struck out. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred. Under the old practice a plea of not 
guilty and justification would have carried everything that the defendant 
desired to say in his defence. Appeal allowed.—CovunseL, Blake Odgers ; 
Temple Franks. Soxtcrrons, Emmet, Son, Stubbs, § Methuish ; Lewis § Lewis. 


[Reported by F. O. Roninsow, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re ALUN LLOYD—C. A. No. 1, 20th March. 


On an appeal by Mr. Alun Lloyd from an order of the Divisional Court 
(Day and Collins, JJ.) striking him off the rolls (mentioned ante, p. 254), 
the Court of Appeal reversed the decision of the Divisional Court, and 
ordered Mr. Lloyd’s name to be restored to the rolls. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The seventieth half-yearly meeting of this association was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, the 22nd inst., 
Mr. W. F. Blandy (Reading) presiding. . 3 

The secretary read the minutes of the previous meeting, and the 
following report, as circulated among the members present, was taken as 


Since the last half-yearly meeting forty-four new members have been 
admitted, making with those added during the previous six months a total 
of 182 new members during the year. The ag te number of members 
enrolled is 3,356, of whom 1,146 are life 2,210 annual subscribers. 
Fifty-nine life members are also contributors of annual subscriptions of 
from one to ten guineas each. During the half-year the receipts of the 
association from all sources amounted to £2,713 0s. 8d., of which the 
following is a general sw :—Life subscriptions, £199 10s. ; annual 
subscriptions, £1,197; donations, £344 lls.; dividends, £910 14s. 8d. ; 
and festival tickets, £61 5s. Owing to the deaths of Messrs. E. Banner 
and H. 8S. Wasbrough (trustees) the whole of the funds belonging to the 
association have been transferred during the half-year, and now stand in 
the names of the following trustees, viz., Messrs. F. H. Janson (London), 
N. T. Lawrence (London), Thos. Marshall (Leeds), and Samuel Harris 
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(Leicester). The total capital of the association now consists of 
£42,092 lls. 10d. stock, as follows :—£1,260 5s. 1d. 2} per cent. Consoli- 
dated Stock, £19,000 India 3} per cent. Stock, £4,417 London and North 
Western Railway 4 per cent. Debenture Stock, £1,750 15s. 1d. New 2} 
per cent. Stock, £1,080 Midland Railway 3 per cent. Debenture Stock, 
£909 11s. 8d. Metropolitan 34 per cent. Stock, £1,000 Bank of England 
Stock, £1,895 Bombay, Baroda, and Central India 5 per cent. Guaranteed 
Stock, £2,010 Great Indian Peninsula Railway 5 cent. Guaranteed 
Stock, £2,320 London and North-Western Railway cent. Preference 
Stock, £1,900 London, Brighton, and South Coast way 5 per cent. 
Preference Stock, £2,350 London and South-Western Railway 4 per cent. 
Preference Stock, £2,200 South-Eastern Railway 4} per cent. Preference 
Stock. In addition to the sum of £5,263 19s. 10d. M litan 3} 

cent. Stock pertaining to the Reardon Bequest. During the -year 112 
grants were paid from the funds, amounting to £2,193. Of this sum five 
members and twenty-one members’ families received £1,025, while eighteen 
non-members and sixty-eight non-members’ jes received £1,168. 
The sum of £87 10s. was also paid to annuitants from the income of the 
late Miss Ellen Reardon’s bequest ; £14 to the recipient of the ‘‘ Hollams 
Annuity, No. 1”; £15 to the recipient of the ‘‘ Hollams Annuity 
No. 2’’; and £15 to the recipient of the ‘* Victoria Jubilee Annuity.”’ 
These grants, together with the amounts recorded in the last 
half-yearly report, make a total of £4,341 given in relief by the aseocia- 
tion during the year 1892. This is by far the largest sum ever given in 
relief during one financial year, and much exceeds the total reliable income 


of the association from dividends and annual subscriptions. The need for suis 


largely increased support is therefore manifest, to meet the growin 
demands for help, and the board earnestly hope for the generous su; rtand 
assistance of the profession on the occasion of the thirty-third iversary 
festival, to be held at ‘‘The Albion,’’ Aldersgate-street, London, on 
Thursday, the 8th of June, 1893, when Mr. Frederick Halsey Janson has 
kindly consented to preside. During the half-year the have 
elected the following gentlemen to vacancies on the board—viz., Mr. 
Charles B. 0. Gepp (Chelmsford) in place of Mr. Frederick Thomas Veley, 
deceased; Mr. Frank Rowley Parker (London) in place of Mr. Philip 
Rickman, deceased ; Mr. Wm. Francis Fladgate (London) in place of Mr. 
Grinham Keen, resigned; and Mr. William Geare (London) in place of 
Mr. Edwin Hedger, deceased. On the 3lst of December, 1892, a balance 
of £2 16s. 4d. remained to the general credit of the association at the 
Union Bank of London, together with the Reardon Trust balance of 
£95 19s., as shewn in the statement of receipts and payments for the 
financial year ending the 31st of December, 1892. 

The chairman moved the adoption of the report, which, having been 
seconded by Mr. J. H. Kays, was unanimously carried. 

Mr. 8. J. Daw moved a vote of thanks to the directors and auditors for 
their services during the past half-year, which was seconded by Mr. 
C. Mylne Barker, and carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. R. W. Tweedie, seconded by Mr. D. Travers Burges 
(Bristol), the proceedings concluded with a vote of thanks to Mr, Blandy 
for presiding. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denattne Socrety.—March 14.—The subject for discus- 
sion, ‘‘That Mr. Gladstone’s Home Rule Bill, 1893, has satisfactorily 
solved the Irish Question,” was opened by Mr. Herbert Smith in the 
affirmative, and by Mr. J. Cornelius Wheeler in the negative. The 
following members also spoke :—Messrs. Kinipple, Archer White, Brown, 
John Stroud, Tebbutt, Armstrong, and Davies. Mr. Herbert Smith 
replied. The motion was lost by a majority of nine. There was a large 
attendance of members. 





THE PRINCE OF WALES AT THE LAW INSTITUTION. 


On Tuesday evening the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
entertained the Prince of Wales anda company at a banquet given 
in the great hall of the Law Institution, when the chair was occupied by 
Mr. R. Pennington, the president. The guests t were Esher 
(Master of the Rolls), the Duke of Abercorn, K.G., Lord M hten, Mr. 
W. Lowther, Mr. John Morley, M.P., Lord Justice Lindley, Sir Francis 
Jeune, Sir Henry Hawkins, the Recorder of London, M.P., the Solicitor- 
General, Sir Frederick Abel, Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., Sir Augustus 
Stephenson, Colonel Sir Edward Bradford, Sir Francis Kuollys, Sir 
Joseph Savory, M.P., Captain G. L. Holford, Sir H. Farquhar, Mr. Robert 
Butler, Sir W. Anson (Warden of All Souls’ College, Oxford), the Vice- 
Chancellor of Cambridge, the President of Magdalen , Oxford, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Henry Smith, Mr. J. W. Lowther, M.P., Mr. W. W. 
Karslake, Q.C., Mr. F. O. Cramp, Q.C., Mr. Sebag Montefiore, Mr. George 

. L. L. Pemberton, Mr. Fawcett, Mr. H. 
F. Church, Mr. Wilberforce, Mr. F. G. Davidson, the Rev. W. Martin 
(rector of St. Dunstan’s) Mr. 'T. M. Francis, Mr. N. G. Clayton, Mr. H. 
T. Boodle, Mr. B. Field, Mr. C. Leman, Mr. F. Kingsford, 
Denison, Mr. J. Swainson, Mr. J. G. Metcalfe, Mr. Walter Williamson, 
Mr. A. Keen, Mr. J. Williamson, Mr. T. 8. Preston, Mr. W. Dawson, 
Mr. J. F. Milne, Mr. H. Penn , Mr Mr. P. Witham, Mr. H. 


: 


Lee, Mr. Saltwell, Mr. T. P. Cobb, Mr. O. M, Barker, Mr. J. 8. Kingdon, 


Hulbert, Mr, Stowell, Mr. Ivor Buchanan, Mr. R. Backwell, Mr, F. L. 
Deeming, Mr. Gramshaw, Mr. E. W. Williamson, Mr. 8. P. B. Buckmill. 
The following members of the council were also t :—Mr. Addison, 
ie eae Page i fom kr Gone 
ett, Mr. , Mr. . H. H. Fowler, M.P., Mr. 

Mr. Hollams, Mr. Howlett, Mr. Hunter, Mr. Janson, Mr. Keen, Mr. B, G. 
Lake, Mr. Manist Mr. Marge, Mr. > 

Morrell (Vice- t), Mr. Munton, Sir H. W. Parker, Mr. Pemberton, 
Mr. Rawle, Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., Mr. Roscoe, Mr. Walters, Mr. 
Williams, Mr. Wing, Mr. Blandy, Mr. Cooke, Mr. Foyster, Mr. M. Green 
Mr. Humfrys, Mr. L. W. Lewis, Mr. Osborne, 
and Mr. Woodhouse. The proceedings 

that the banquet was in every way a success. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Sreruen Martin Leaxe, of Thorpe Hall, Essex, and Marshalls, 
Ware, Herts, died at Marshalls on the 7th inst., in his sixty-seven 
year. Although he had long since ceased to practise a 


and St. John’s College, Comienign, areas & 8 erage 1848, and 
in 1853 he was called to the bar at the Middle Temple. In conjunction 
with Mr. Bullen, of whom he had been a pupil, Mr. Leake pub! in 
1860 and 1863 the first and second editions of their cele 
of Pleadings. In the last mentioned year he went to reside at Marshalls, 
where he prepared the third edition of the 

in 1868. In the previous year he had published 
Contracts, and in later years his less known but very valuable Law of Pro- 
perty in Land. The merits of his work on contracts are too widely known 
and too highly appreciated to need mention here ; but, as an illustration 
of his conscientious and wise toil, of which those only who are versed in 
the making of law books know the difficulty, and those who use them the 
worth, it may be noticed that in the third edition, ed only last year 
Mr. Leake succeeded in compressing, and the 
cid cud the now muller Sibe samen: cane, Shaw, tho elites, ot Tees 
itself very closely packed, had filled. T. in % 
of which the first volume appeared in 1874 and the second in 1888, is un- 
happily left incomplete ; but those two volumes state the law relating to 
the titles ‘‘Sources of the Law,’ ‘‘ Estates in Lend,’’ and ‘‘ Uses and 
Profits of Land.’’ Two more parts were designed to treat of ‘‘ Transfer ’’ 
and the modification of the law required by the varieties of 
persons possibly concerned. the titles he ultimately chose for these 
works Mr, Leake styled them Elementary 


accomplished, making in those volumes singularly terse, lucid, and 
poms statements of the law comprised under the above-named great 
titles. To Martin Leake lawyers are deeply indebted for many years of 
hard and effective work, and ifin any near future time our 

should attempt what has so long and often been talked of—the 


ann uae Saeee , a8 chairman of the district highway and in 
other 1 . * His advice,” it is said in the county newspaper 
which reports his death, ‘‘ was greatly sought by both his rich and his poor 
neighbours.” He married in 1859 Isabel, a daughter of the late Mr. 
William Plunkett, barrister-at-law, who, with eight children, survives 
him. He was buried at Thorpe-le-Soken, Essex. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
The Right Hon. L. H. Counrney, M.P., barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed as Chairman, and Mr. H. H. Oxawrorp (City Solicitor) and Mr. 
. Onrorp Sarrx (Town Olerk of Birmingham) a gene gg 
Members of the Royal Commission to consider the condi 
which an of the City and County of London can be 
effected. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrions. 
Joun Warwick Hicxix and Epwarp Francs Fox, solicitors, 29, 
Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, London (Hickin & Fox). March 15. 
[ Gazette, March 17. 


Wru1am Hozson and Epwarp Txomas Tyson, solicitors, 
(Tyson & Hobson). March 18. (Gazette, March 21. 





GENERAL, 
Lord Halebury is stated to be sojourning at Monte Carlo. 





. R. Du Cane, Mr. E. L. Rowcliffe, Mr. C. O. Humphreys, Mr. J. H. 


Considerable alarm, says the St. James's Gazette, was caused in Ubancery 
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Court No. 3, where Mr. Justice Romer was sitting, shortly after midday 
on Monday, owing to the bursting of a pipe for carrying off the steam used 
to heat the court in the roof of the building. His lordship was hearing a 
case at the time, when the proceedings were suddenly interrupted by an 
alarming hissing sound in the roof of the building. It so increased in 
volume as to render further proceedings impossible, and his lordship 
hastily retired from the bench; while ushers rushed in search of the super- 
intendent of the works. The business of the court was interrupted for a 
— time, and was not resumed until the steam had exhausted 


In the course of the debate on the law officers’ fees, Sir Henry James 
said that some twenty years ago the small concession had been made to 
the law officers of the Crown that they should have the right to send, for 
official purposes, one small bag free through the Post Office. To shew the 
disastrous results that might flow from the law officers of the Crown not 
having a fixed office in London, he would recall to mind an event that had 
occurred during the American War. There was at that time building 
in the Mersey a vessel known as ‘‘ No. 10,’’ and, suspicions being aroused 
with regard to her real character, the opinion of the law officers of the 
Crown was desired as to whether the Government had power to prevent 
her from leaving port. Of the three law officers one was enjoying himself 
on the banks of the Wye when his opinion was asked upon the point, and 
he duly forwarded his opinion to London wrapped up in a brown paper 
cover. The parcel was carefully followed by certain enterprizing agents 
of those who were interested in getting the vessel away, and long before 
it reached London they were in possession of the law officer’s opinion, 
with the result that before that opinion could be acted upon by the 
authorities the vessel was hastily equipped, and she put to sea. That 
ship, afterwards known as The Alabama, committed great destruction 
among the American commercial marine, and eventually cost this country 
millions of money, and all this happened simply because the law officers of 
the Crown had no regular office in London.” 


In addressing the Birmingham Law Students’ Association on Wednes- 
day, Mr. Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., said he believed that the examination of 
witnesses in chief, or the direct examination of witnesses, as it was called 
in Ireland, was very much underrated in its significance and importance. 
If they had got to examine a witness they had got to induce him to tell 
his story in the most dramatic fashion without exaggeration. They had 


to get him, not by a mere parrot repetition of the proof that was before | 
them, to tell a story as though he were telling it for the first time, and not | 
as though it were words that were learned by heart—if it be an injury, to | 
have him brimming full of it; if it be a plaintive story, to plaintively tell | 


it—and they had got to assist him in this very difficult work. They had 
got to direct him to the performance of his duty. Woe be to them if they 
suggested to him the terms in which he was to put his answer. They 
must avoid any suspicion of leading the witness, and yet all the time they 
must be doing it. They knew perfectly well the story which the wit- 
ness was going to tell them, but they destroyed the effect absolutely 
if every minute they were looking to the paper in which the proof 
was written. They absolutely destroyed before their tribunal the effect 
which should be produced by a simple telling of the story. It should 
—— to be a kind of spontaneous conversation between the counsel, on 
the one hand, and the witness, on the other; the witness telling artlessely 
his simple tale, the counsel almost appalled to hear of the positive iniquity 
under which his client was suffering. It was in that way alone they could 
effectively examine witnesses in chief. Then they approach the difficult 
—_— of cross-examination, a question rendered, perhaps, all the more 

ifficult by the crusade which had been warred in the public Press against 
it. According to the public Press there were a lot of swashbucklers going 
about the world disguised as lawyers, who endeavoured to get their living 
by doing injury to people’s reputation by cruel attacks upon credit. Those 
whom he was addressing knew perfectly well that a man who so betrayed 
the professional trust placed in his hands was not only a knave, but also 
a fool. Any one who had been in the habit of going into a court of justice 
a perfectly well that a cruel and irrevelant cross-examination was fatal 

the cause. 





Tux report of the directors of the Equity and Law Life Assurance 
Society, presented to the annual general meeting held last Tuesday, 
shewed that the new sums assured amounted to £1,058,682, £320,948 being 
reassured. The new premiums amounted to £41,115, and the reassurance 
premiums to £7,623. The amount retained, therefore, is £33,492, of which 
£30,165 are renewable premiums. The gross amount of assurances in 
force at the end of the year was £7,717,517, of which £1,106,100 was 

» the net premium income being £217,018, as against £195,025 in 
1891. The claims by death amounted to £151,787, and endowment 
assurances for £2,100 have matured. The claims by death are fully 
10 per cent, under the expectation, and have fallen on somewhat old lives. 
Ten annuitants died during the year, the amount of the annuities dependent 
thereon being £3,510, and one of £40 has been surrendered. The amount 
of the funds at the end of the year was £2,539,441, an increase of £112,778. 
The funds, excluding reversions, outstanding premiums, and interest, and 
cash at bank, are producing an average rate of interest of £4 3s. 5d. per 
cent. per annum. 


STAMMERERS of all successfully treated. Boys while being cured thoroughly 


Educated and Prepared for inations by a University Tutor.—Apply Mr. B. BeasLey 
who cured himself), Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or “Sherwood,” Willesden-lane, 
desbury, London. “‘Stammering : Its Treatment,’’ post-free, 13 stamps.—[AbvT. ] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoisrrars tv ATTENDANCE ON 





Date AppEAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Curry. Nora. 
Mentor, PIE: everiirscuseaua 27 Mr. jae b ee Mr. aon aaa 
uesday penne rrington ugh a 
Lavie Beal Pemberton 
i Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieuine. Kexewicu. Romer. 
Monday, March ......,........ 27 Mr. Clowes Mr. Leach Mr. Farmer 
esda: mee. Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Bolt 


{The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 3ist day of March, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 4th day of April, 1893, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
Wacker.—Jan. 29, at McIaren-street, North Sydney, New South Wales, the wife of 
Frederick William Walker, solicitor, of a son. 
Wuinney.—March 22, at 22, St. Edmund’s-terrace, N.W., the wife of Frederick Whinney, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 


Batpwixn—Sroxer.—March 16, at St. Gabriel’s, Warwick-square, 8.W., Edward Thomas 
Baldwin, barrister-at-law, of 88, St. James’s-street, 8.W., to Emily, third daughter of 
William Coates Stoker, solicitor, of 14, Gray’s-inn-square. 

DEATHS. 

Fisnsourne.—Feb. 22, at Cambrian House, St. Helena, Frank Cuthbert Fishbourne, 
barrister-at-law, and member of the Parliamen’ staff of the Daily News. 

Sreeve.—March 17, at the Woodlands, Tunbridge Wells, Oswald Innes Steele, late of the 
Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 52. 








WAkninG TO 1nTENDING House Puncnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the pag A arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 

estminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrrep in CHancery. 

CorxeviAn Goip Co, Luurep—Creditors are requested, on or before April 18, to send 
their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Henry 
Skrine Hanning, 17, Coleman st 

Fowter, Lancaster, & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 9, directed 
to be heard on April 11. Abrahams & Co, 8, Old Jewry, solors for petners. Notice of 
y Wd must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

pril 9 

Guanta Rartways Harpour anp Coat Trust Co, Limirep—Petn_for winding up, 
presented March 10, directed to be heard on Aprilil. Slaughter & May, Austinfriars, 
solors for er. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of April 40 ‘ 

Ipa Gop Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Harrison Smith, 
6a, Austinfriars 

J Warp Joyes & Co, Limrren—Petn for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be 
heard on April 11. Upton & Britton, Lincoln’s inn fields, petner’s solors. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

P 2 

Lezps Copper Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Harrison 
Smith, 6a, Austinfriars 

RocupaLe Pusiic Corree House Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walter Shirley Lewis, 3, Reed hill, Rochdale 

Ternnitt Mitk anp Cuexse Facrory Co, Liwrren—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 1, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to William Poole Lewis, Market Drayton. Upton, ket Drayton, solor for liquidator 

Untimirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Boroveu Commerctat anv Bui.pixe Socrery—Petn for continuing the voluntary winding 
up, presented March 15, di to be heard on Tuesday, April 11. Jaques & Co, Ely 
pl, agents for Armitage & Sykes, Huddersfield, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Orver or Druips Juvesiie Socrery, Millstone Inn, Bolton, Lancaster. March 10 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, March 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Tuomas Watson & Sons, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Franklin, 18, Norfolk row, Sheffield 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. ‘ : 

Genera Carucart Fainpiy Society, General Cathcart Hotel, Corporation rd, Notting- 
ham. March 17 

Mapas Femae Frrenpiy Society, Malpas, Chester. March 16 

Norru Loxvon Cosrermoncers anp Genera Deaters Sick anp Boriat FRienpiy 
Society, Globe Coffee House, 4, Shepherdess walk, City rd. March 15 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Mar. 7. 


Asoo, Fa on Montague place, Russell sq April 30 Gillman, Southampton st, 
rm 
A.xer, James, Adlington, Lancs, Colliery Engineer April 2 Miller, Chorley 





Bays, Mary Josers, St. John’s park, Highgate hill April 15 Harris, Coleman st 
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Be.v, Witt1am, Heywood, Lancs Marl4 Banks & Maddock, Heywood 
Berry, Many Rorzr, Gargrave, Yorks April5 Wright & Co, Skipton 
Bete, a a ni Yardley Wood, co Warwick April 8 Foster & Kendrick’ 


Birxett, Ricuarp Heyry, East Retford, Notts, Miller May 4 Cutts, Gooe 

Buren, Cuarves, Godshill, 1.W., Esq May1 Wilson & Loye, Plymouth 

Boxsrro, Peter Apo.ravus, Lyndhurst rd, Peckham, retired Watchmaker April 8 
Brown, King William st 

ae idan Ww, F pms Wells, Tailor Mar 31 Elizabeth Bradshaw, Neville st, 

Brancnu, Aw, South Shields March 25 Brown, North Shields 

Burton, Sanau, Reigate, Surrey April8 TW & TB Nelson, Laurence Pountney lane 

Butier, Frances Exizasetu, Worthing April10 Berkeley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Butter, Groace Streruen, Brighton, Esq April10 Berkeley & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Burtier, Haxnau, Horton, Bradford March 30 Duckworth & Mathers, Bradford 

Bouter, Joux, Horton, Bradford March 30 Duckworth & Mathers, Bradford 

Cuarre.t, Cuartes Hitt, Northam, Devon, Gent April18 Rooker & Bazeley, Bideford 

Coteman, famve, Heigham, Norwich, Carpenter April7 Goodchild, Norwich 

Conreg, inssen Menerman, Rondebosch, nr Cape Town, Esq April 20 Venning & Co, 


Cornisu, Exizasern Amevia, Windsor April 15 Wells & Watts, Carter lane, Doctors’ 


commons 
Cocnen. Paar Sraincauu, Folkestone May 8 Thompson & Groom, Raymond bldgs, 
ray’s inn 


Curtix, Dantex, Bristol, Gent April17 Sibly & Dickinson, Bristol 
Curtis, Wi11t1am Georex, Heigham, Norwich, Gent April 7 Goodchild, Norwich 


Davies, Horatio, Cheetham, Manchester, Cornice Pole Manufacturer April 10 Crofton 
& Craven, Manchester 
Ex.iort, Jays, Lumley,co Durham April3 Huntley & Foster, Sunderland 


Farquuaarsoy, Janz, Feock, Cornwall March 30 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 
Freeman, Janz, Southowram, Halifax April 20 Walker, Halifax 

Gitttat, Ropert, Eccles, Lancs, Cotton Waste Merchant April 3 Halliwell, Oldham 
Gitrrx, Aywa, Sinclair rd, Kensington May1 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st 
Go.prHorps, Jony, Shepley, Yorks, Weaver April 4 Smith & Co, Sheffield and Penistone 


Hatum, Canouine Srrurr, Oxford terr, Wellesley rd, Chiswick April7 Law & Wors- 
sam, Holborn viaduct 
Harpixe, Witu1am, South Petherton, Somerset, Grocer April8 Poole, South Petherton 


Jexxyy, Tomas, Halsetown, St Ives, Cornwall, retire? Merchant April 8 Trythall & 


Bodilly, Penzance 
Kennxepy, Sypsey, Stock Exchange, Esq April 20 Venning & Co, Old Broad st 
Kwyicut, BexJsamin, Tunbridge Wells April 14 Andrew & Cheale, Tunbridge Wells 
Lxexs, Epmunp, Southport, retired Innkeeper March 81 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Leicu, Mary, Speke, Lancs April14 Eaton & Co, Liverpool 
Leir, Mary Suute Any, Bath April15 Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 
Maxtsp, Saran, Swingfield, Kent, Blacksmith March 31 E W & V Knocker, Dover 
MoMicuazt, Jayet Baxer, Bridgnorth, Salop March 31 Nicholls & Taylor, Bridgnorth 
Mees, Jeon, Manchester, Licensed Victualler March 21 Barrow & Smith, Man- 
e 


Over, Mary, Penn rd Villas, Camdenrd April 4 Grover & Co, Temple 


Ow -— Bicwan 1 Richmond Park, Surrey March 25 Crossman & Prichard, Theo- 
ray’s inn 
oat, Se , Arundel st, Piccadilly, retired Hot2]1 Keeper March 28 Hasties, Lincoln’s 
inn 


2. 
Regxs. Cuanzes, Christchurch, co Southam , Corn Merchant April10 Helder & Co 
Verulam Christchurch, Bournemouth, an: 


pte, Gray’s inn; Sharp & Rumsey, 


Boscom! 

Rogers, Epwix, Maidenhead, Berks, formerly Iron Founder March 20 Poyser & Co 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn and Maidenhead 

Buaceroce, M 1LL1AM Josgpn, Palterton, co Derby, Farmer May 1 Alderson & Co, 


Sueruern, Jessiz Nissex, Hove, Sussex April5 Reader & Co, Ely place, Holborn 
Sonn, J Marrna Cristian, Clevedon, Somerset April 10 T. E. Mills, 40, Addison rd, 
Burn, Guano Hewry, Wokingham, Berks, Esq May 1 Waterhouse & Co, New court, 


incoln’s inn 
Suits, Frepericx, Langtoft, nr Market Deeping, Lincs, Farmer A: 17 «‘Btiles, 
Market Deepi ‘ aid . 


Suits, Sanan, Menten Woodseats, co Derby April 10 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Sorrett, Manx, Beaumont, Essex, Farmer April3 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 
Srre.e, Axprew, Brighton, Esq Mar28 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Supsury, Joun Jackson, Ludlow, Salop, Solicitor May1 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Watson, Mansanse, BevJah hill, Upper Norwood April 8 Martin & Nicholson, 


Witv, Hannizrt, Oldham April Hyde, Stalybridge; Sykes, Hull 

Wis, Janet, Sussex gardens April1 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wooparp, Euma, Fransfield grove, Sydenham April7 Welton, Woodbridge 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 10. 

Bourne, Cuartorre, Stamford hill April 15 Clifford & Co, Finsbury pavement 

Brace, Grorcs Tuomas, St John strd April 4 Harvie & Co, King William st, E C 


Bray, Fag} Wasemar, Tranmere, Birkenhead, Master Mariner April 15 Quiggin & 
ros, Liverpoo 
Bropig, Rosenr, Cli Clifton, Bristol, Gent April12 Brodie, Lianelly 


Svenemen, Tonnemes, x, Coleman st, Wholesale Druggist April 15 Irvine & Co, Hart st, 
ne 


Busu, eanene las RE mie me aaa pk, Stoke Newington April10 Snow & Co, Gt St 
ie, Queen s 

Carter, Taomas, Catton, Norfolk, Esq March 81 Prior, Norwich 

CasHotm, Sxtiva, Oldham May 10 Crofton & Craven, Manchester 


CLew wr , Action Hill Farm, nr Whtimroe, Staffs, Farmer March 25 Warner, 


CoLemax, in, Mickleham, Surrey April 14 Harston, Bishopsgate street Within 
Craxsuaw, Georor, Ipswich, Esq April 29 Kilsby, College hill, Cannon st 

Cromprox, Exxts, Soutiport, Jomer May1 Hirst, Southport 

Davy, Exizavern Many, Englefield Green, Surrey April 20 Cheese & Green, Pall Mall 
D’Oviy-Warkins, Jony, Bangor, Gent April 30 Jones & Jones, Bangor 

Ext, Saran Avovsra, College st, Islington April 20 Bolton & Mote, Gray’s inn sq 


Fraser, Lovat Jouy, St Helen’s place. Bishopsgate, Auctioneer Clapham 
Devonshire sq, ‘Shenae ‘ — — 





Giepuitt, Cuarces, Wakefield, retired Butcher April 14 Leatham & Co, Wakefield 
Gaexxwoop, Tom Watxen, Keighley, Yorks, Gent April§ Burr & Co, Keighley 
Hatt, James, Bolton, Wine Merchant April 29 Hulton & Co, Bolton 

Hat, Jane Brewxax, Kingswinford, nr Dudley April5 Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 
Momus, Teun, Tangier, Taunton March 14 Hy Hawkins, Rock House, Heywood, nr 


este 
et Lyng Henry, Sutton st, St. George in the East, Tailor April 8 Taylor, 


Hopkins, Mary Anye, rd, Clapham April8 Cubison, King st, Cheapside 
Iycuam, Faepentc, Armley, Leeds, Brick Manufacturer May 1 Middleton & Sons, 


Loxe, Witu1am Beestox, Hurts Hall, Suffolk, retired Colonel in H.M.’s Reserve Forces 
April 21 & Ram, Halesworth 


Lovesoy, ALFRED, , Surveyor May6 Reyroux & Co, Cannon st : 

LOT ae bate Cs st, eapent rd, retired Superintendent of Police April 25 

MILTox, ; a Devens, Nettlecombe and Sampford Brett, Somerset, Miller April 10 

Neepuam, Josern, Openshaw, Manchester April 17 Almond, Manchester 

Peex, Exsza, Stoke Devonport April 25 Gard, Devonport 

Pocuet, Jean Joseru Bayriecp, Ladbroke cres, Notting hill, Gent Mar 30 Troutbeck 
& , Victoria st 

Pow, Harocp Macav.ay, Merton rd, Wimbledon, Surgeon April 10 Summerhays, 
Eastcheap bldgs : 

Press, Avevera Cano.ixe Wituecauine, Clifton, Bristol May1 Colborne & Co, New- 


Rook, Carouine, Bedford April 22 Eaden & Knowles, Cambridge 
Sawven, Avice, Southport April13 Williams, Southport 
Scuoues, Samuen, Chadderton, Joiner March 20 Saml Lees, 467, Fox Denton lane, 
Hollin weoli Betty Scholes, 2, Gordon st, Hollinwood 

Scorr, Mantua, Penge, Surrey April 15 “Ashley & Co, Prederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Taytor, Harvey, Shadwell, nr Leeds, Gent April 21 Craven, Leeds 

Buucuener, Bev Frepericx, M.A., Southend, Essex April 15 W & F Gregson 


ui 

Tuomrson, Josxeu Ritey, Yeadon, Yorks, Mechanic April12 Barwick & Co, Yeadon 
Tor«ivetoy, 8anan Anx, Southport April13 Williams, Southport 
Tunxer, Groner, Prestwich, nr Manchester, Gent April 13 Hankinson & Son, Man- 
Vere, Sanan, Pullen’s bldgs, Manor pl, Walworth April 13 Lewin & Co, Southampton 
Watouck, Cuarurs Eowarp, Gresham House, Old Broad st April15 Rose & Johnson, 

Delahay st, Westminster 
WILiraMs, Mase Sransreup, Eaton sq April 22 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
Wituramsox, Samust, Gaythorn, Manchester, Beer Retailer May 1 Rylance & Son, 
Woop, Joux, Penistone, Yorks, Gent April 15 Smith & Co, Sheffield and Penistone 
Waicut, Wittiam James, Wardour st, Antique Furniture Dealer April 20 Cheese & 

Green, Pall Mall 

London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Mar. 14, 

Arwiracs, Witt1am, Manchester, Cotton Spinner April 20 Rigby, Manchester 
Asrianp, Isaac, Ely April15 Archer & Son, Ely 
Barnes, S:, Foeaen, Hpmenee New York State, U.S.A., Banker April 13 Marsland & 


aie coms xe, Lincoln ium, formerly Lieutenant-Colonel (Militia) April 22 
Burne & ania inn an fields 
Chertsey, Surrey, retired Gardener April7 Paine & Brettell, 


Brown, Lancexot, asi Tailor May 1 H. P. & R. E. Bartley, Somerset st, 
Portman sq 


Brows, why 


Roma, Gzorcr Eryest, Erdington, co Warwick, Coal Merchant April 18 Pointon, 

Cau, Jonn | scum, oy yy el ga? & Wilson Manufacturing Co, Queen Vic 
toria st ie Se «& Wi st 

CoLtyzr, Ang, gate, Hyde Park 21 Syms & Son, Furnival’s inn 

Cout, Sir Ling = Ancona, Bart, Stokeinteignhead, D2von Forthwith, Woosnam & 

ConGreve, Braesoneo Vs Victoria Frances, St George’s sq April10 Rooper & Wuately 

ConwELLY, py od, Denmark rd, Kilburn, Gent April 30 Whittington & Co, Bishops- 

Brant hoon, Carat April 14 Stephens, Cardiff 

Evans, Grirrita Evay, Cardiff April14 Stephens, Cardiff 

Ganpiner, Mane Wolstaghen rd, Lower Ciapton April 30 Whittington & Co, Bishops- 

Govu.p, Exvtzasera, Anerley, Surrey April10 Dommett, Gresham st 


Grecory, Wituram, Sekforde st, Clerkenwell, Foreman to Gis Meter Manufacturers 
April 17 Swain, Old Jewry 
Gripsie, W1LLIAM, ‘Abohurch laa lane, Solicitor May1 Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 


Hamitron, Jane, Porchester ter, Hyde park April15 A & H White, Gt Marlborough st 

Harvey, Henry, Falmouth, Grocer Mar 28 Jenkins, Falmouth 

Lave, Meeps ps Josuva, Clifton gards, Maida Hill, Esq April 23 Emanuel & Simmons, 

ins' circus 

Lucas, Kuizaseta, High Wycombe, Bucks April 30 Marshall, High Wycombe 

Mazey, Roseat, Cardiff, Labourer April 10 Lewis, Cardiff 

Mrns, Wissen Samusu Parker, Melifields, nr Polegate, Sussex, Gent April 30 Coles 

OAKLEY, Lypta Avs, Rhyl April 29 George, Rhyl 

Parxixsox, Witt1aM, Kirkham, Lanes, retired Mill Manager April 12 Gaulter, Kirk- 

Pret, Exvten, Bath April29 Rooke & Coker, Bath 

Purxess, Gonos, Catherine st, Strand, Publisher June1 Vallance & Vallance, Essex 

et ae Portswood, Southampton, Coacbsmith May1 Sophia Smith, 41, East 

SoutHon, Toho Tottenham court rd, Licensed Victualler April 11 Cronin & Co, 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Anglesey, Licensed Victualler April 29 Roberts & 

Sreruens, HANNAH Roonrs, Lilananno, Radnor April7 Talbot & Watkins, Newtown 

Tuompsox, Mantua Faxxy April 14 Young & Sons, Mark lane 

Tuompsox, Wittiam, Newcastle on Tyne April15 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle on Tyne 

Warruaay, Rev Joux Wiisox, M A, Pilling, Lanes, Clerk April 29 Doyle, Manchester 

Wriisox, Gzoncr, Alnwick, Northumbrid, Wine Merchant May1 Sidney & Son, Blyth 


Wiyrersotuam, Anraur Brenp, Norman = Pete, Sy Me May 31 Win ter- 
botham, New court, Lincoln’s inn; Winterbotham, 


Sraniex, Exveayor, 
Laurie, 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Mar. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banrver, oes, i , Halifax, Rag Dealer Halifax Pet Mar 
15 ari 
Barker, James, eae Staffs, Auctioneer a upon 


Trent and Longton Pet Mari4 Ord Mari 

Barr, Joun, Chancery lane, Financial Agent 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Mar 14 

Betiew, Tuomas Acueson, Trinity ot. Grain Merchant 
High Cor Pet Mari4 Ord Marl 

Bennaa, Ricnarp Keyyon, Mitre _ Fieet st, Bank 
Manager High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Mar 14 

Bertram, Witiram, Cardiff, Oil Merchant Cardiff Pet 
Mar2 Ord Mar 13 

Butiock, Oriver Cart, Ashleworth, Glos, Farmer 
cester Pet Mar 14 Ord Marl4 

Busuixy, Frepericx Jonn, Bournemouth, Furniture Dealer 


High Court 


Glou- 


‘cole Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 
Bywater, Oscar, Masborough, nr Rotherham, Joiner 
Sheffield Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 
Cais, Cuartes Wriwiam, Chorley, Lancs, Solicitor Bol- 
ton Pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 13 
Cater, Josern, Bisley, Surrey, Rector Kingston Pet 


Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Cuarman, Joun, Toft, Cambs, Publican Cambridge Pet 
Mari3 Ord Mar 13 

CLaRK, ALbert, Chichester st, Upper Westbourne ter, 
Baker h Court Pet Feb21 Ord Mar 14 

CiarKE, Henry James, Jenner rd, Stoke . ro late 

blican High Court Pet Nov3 Ord Mar 1 

Crowe, Witiiam Jonny, St Erth Praze, oat Black- 
smith Truro Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Ipvepate, Tuomas, Horwich, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
Bolton Pet Mari3 Ord Mar 13 

Esxriett, Jony, and Cyrus Esxriert, Great Grimsby, 
— Great Grimsby Pet Mar 13 Ord 

ar 13 
Favuixner, James, Dry Doddington, Lincs, Farmer Not- 
ham Pet "Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

Featuer, Rosert, Long Lee, nr Keighley, Yorks, Farmer 
Bradford Pet Feb 28 Ord Mar 13 

Francx, Henry Harcourt, Sunderland, late Bank Man- 
ager Sunderland Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Fuitox, Frep, Burnley, Commercial Traveller Burnley 
Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 14 

Gitper, WILLIAM, Bishop’s med Glos, Farmer Chelten- 
ham Pet Mar7 Ord Marl 

Gaimsuaw, JonaTuan, Hunslet, Leeds, Nail Manufacturer 
Leeds’ Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 1 

GupGrox, Joux, the younger, a Shoemaker 
Blackburn Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Haines, Peter, Chipping Campden, Glos, Plumber Ban- 
bury Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 11 

Hawsreap, James, Nelson, Lancs, Carter Burnley Pet 
Mar 13 

Harpixe, Horatio, Kingston upon omy pe King- 
ston upon Hull Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Haywoop, Josern, Bulwell, Nottingham, Baker Notting- 
ham Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

a Lydd, Kent, Grocer Hastings Ord 


Hospay, Cuartes Henry, Amlwch, Aagemy, Wine Mer- 
chant Bangor Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 15 

Hvucues, Epwarp, Cheltenham, Baker Cheltenham Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Joys, Davip, Forestfach, nr Swansea, formerly Grocer 
Swansea Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Layauam, Hersert Hay, Cottesbrooke Park, Northamp- 
tonshire, Esq Northampton Pet Feb 9 Ord Mar 14 

Lawty, Jonx. Bridlington, Yorks, Butcher Scarborough 
Pet Mar 13 r13 

Learoyp, Hewry, Clifton villas, Waltham rd, Southall, 

echanical Engineer Windsor Pet Mar 14 Ord 


Mar 14 
Lissenpex, Waiter Coorzr, Stockwell Park rd, late of 
Lissenden, Petit, & Evans High Court Pet Jan 30 
Ord Mar 13 
coy puma lane High Court Pet Dec 30 
Mar 13 


BisCasecen, My omas, Kidderminster, Tailor Kidder- 
minster Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

MILs, = rt, Brighton, Auctioneer Brighton Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Mar 13 


Morvey, Artave Witiiam, Rotherham, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

Morcomsr, James, Boscombe, nee, Builder 
Poole Pet Maril Ord Mar 1 

Morris, Mary, Manchester, Cartier Manchester Pet Mar 
13 Ord Mar 13 

Morrer, James, ‘Forest lane, Senet, Builder High 
Court Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 

Napper, Atsert Joun, Dawlish, _ Machinist Exe- 
ter Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Nicnouts, Joun, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross, Architect 
High Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 15 

Norman, Jesse, Newport Pagnell, 7 ee Farmer Nor- 
thampton Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 

Perrott, Wa.ter, Merthyr Tyafil, ies Merthyr Tyd- 
fil Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Pops, bd Gronce, St Thomas street, ‘treat Traveller 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Mar 15 

——e Marruew Tuomas, Hutton Rudby, nr Yarm, 

Yorks, late Insurance Agent Stockton-on-Tees and 

Middlesborough Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

Riruervoy, —, Egan villas, Page Green, Tottenham, 
Commission t Edmonton Pet Jan 25 Ord Mar 11 


Ropzy, eee Asox, Kidderminster, Solicitor Kid- 
derminster Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 10 
Liverpool, Travelling 


Rurnerrogrp, WittiaAm Granam, 
a Cockermouth and Workington Pet Feb 27 


13 
Byves, Witt1am Epsar, Sheffield, Surgeon Sheffield Pet 
Mari4 Ord Mar 14 


Sureeve, Bexsauixn Rovenrs, Great Plumstead, Norfolk, 
Norwich Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 15 





Simmons, Revsex, Herbert st, New rd, Oilman 
High Court Pet Mari4 Ord Mar I 

Sxuce, Epuunp, Oxford, Butcher Oxford Pet Mar 13 
Ord Mar 13 

Svatrery, Joun Vixceyt, Borough High st, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 13 

Sreepinc, Eowaro, Emmett st, a Sailmaker 
High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 1 

Taytor, Wiriam, the elder, Bradford, late Fees 
Victualler Bradford Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 

Temrece, CLaupt, Underwood, Piympton 8t ha Devon, 
Baker East Stonehouse Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Tuorrs, WittiAmM Brewster, West Heslerton, Yorks, Pig 

obber Scarborough Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 14 

TretHewey, Witiiam, 8t = Cornwall, Merchant 
Truro Pet Maril Ord Mar1 

Warsox, Francis Hari, Great iiasaitt Baker Great 
Yarmouth Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Wess, Ropert, Dartford, Kent, Dairyman Rochester 
Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Wicwiams, Gzorce Freperick, poegiam, Tailor Not- 
tingham Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aprr, Davin, Leeds, Slipper + [cane Mar 27 at 12 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, 

pee. RSON, James, Lower Beveshien, Salford, Agent 
Mar 24at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Barser, Henry, Halifax, Rag Dealer Mar 29 at 11 Of 
Rec, ‘Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Benxtiey, Ronert, Yatt’s Farm, nr Pickering, Yorks, 
Farmer Mar 24 at 3 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, 
Scarborough 

Catuis, Caartes WILLIAM, up Chorley, Lanes, Solicitor Mar 
24 at 3 16, Wood st, Bo’ 

CHAPMAN, Joux, Toft, Cambs, Publican Mar 29 at 12 Off 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Ciapp, "Hewry Jame, Clarbeston rd, Pembs, Innkeeper 
Mar 25 at 2.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Corrie.p, Grorex, Port Tennant, Swansea. Accountant 
Mar 24at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Crow.e, WittiaM Joun, 8t Erth Praze, Cornwall, Black- 
smith Mar 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, wen st, Truro 

Dvuesbery, WILLIAM Ricuarp Tare, Newton, nr Picker- 
ing, Yorks, Farmer Mar 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, New- 
borough st, Scarborough 

DvuepA.e, Tuom as, Horwich, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
March 25 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Featuenr, Rosert, Long Lee, nr Keighley, Yorks, Farmer 
March 29 at il Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Firuincer, Aetuur Patrick VaNpELEUR, and ALFRED 
Turopore Beurenp, Mincing lane, Brokers and 
meme March 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Jarey st 

Gray, Faepenrick, Graveley, Herts, Butcher March 28 at 
10.45 Court bouse, Luton 

March 24 at 3 


Gane, Hersert Jouy, Norwich, Architect 

ff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

diam. Joux Henry, "Leeds, Boot | po -paeeeel March 
24at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Grover, WALTER, and Freperick Ten om Kentish Town 
Wharf, Kentish Town, Timber Merchants March 24 at 
2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Haywoop, Josern, Bulwell, Nottingham, Baker March 
24at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Heats, Tuumas Sranway, Hilderstone, nr Stone, Staff;, 
Farmer April 13 at 11.30 C H Wright, St Martin’spl, 
Stafford 

Hoses, James, Weymouth, Builder March 24 at 12 30 
Off Rec, Salisb 

Howianxp, Witmot, Oxford st, Merchant March 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Horyez, Arruur, Lr Bly nee om ord st, Merchant Mar 24 at 
12 Bankruptcy bl 

Horne, Jessrz, Upper hhnesy A , Mar 24 at 
12.30 Bankruptcy bld , Carey st 

Jenkins, JAMES ARNOLD, ontlottyn, Glam, Draper Mar 
24at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Junninos, Jon, Sheffield, Grocer Mar 27 at 3 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield’ 

Jones, CATHERINE, Dolhyfryd, Eglwysfach, Denbighshire, 
Spinster Mar 24 at 3.30 Junction Hotel, Llandudno 
Junction 

Kew, Georce Cuarves, Gorleston, Norfolk, Brewer Mar 
27 at 11.15 Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard 

Kirsy, Georae, East Langdon, Kent, Farmer Mar 24 at 
9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Kyme, Joun AppLeyarp, Gt Grimsby, Bootmaker Mar 25 
at1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Larter, Heesert Georce, Althorne, Essex, Grocer Mar 
24at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Leacu, Mary, St Oswald’s rd, West Brompton, late 
Livery Stable Keeper Mar 27 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Jouy Huan, rig Solicitor Mar 28at2 Of 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 

LissENDE n, WALTER Coor eR, Stockwell Park rd, late Lis- 
senden, Petit, & Evans Mar 28 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Lows, Kicuarp, Borough High st, Southwark, Hop Sales- 
man Mar 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Morcomne, James, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Builder Mar 
24at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Morais, Mary, Manchester, Ca er Mar 27 at12 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Brid st, Mancheste: 

Morrer, James, Forest lane, Stratford, Builder Mar 29 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mounpy, J B, Cardiff _Fruiterer Mar 21 at 12 Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, 

NaAppER, ALBERT Jouy, Dawlish, Devon, Machinist Mar 
27 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Newman. Tuomas, Caledonian rd, Boot Manufacturer 
Mar 27 at 12 Bankru A bldgs, Carey st 

Raistrick, WILLIAM, ers Clerk Mar 27 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Ria, RicHarp, Hunslet, Leeds, Fish Hawker Mar 24 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park; row, Leeds 

Ssurn, Jane AMEL 1a, and May Smiru, Chester, Fruiterers 
Mar 28 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 





Trernewey, /Wiiu1am, St} Austell, Cornwall, Merchant 
Mar 24 at 12 , Boscawen st, Truro 

Wess, Rosert, Dartford, Kent, Dairyman Mar 27 at 
11.30 Off Rochester 

Witcock, Ievixe, Little Horton, Bradford, Joiner Mar 27 
at1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row. Bradfo rd 

Witurams, Grorce Freperic K, Nottingham, Tailor Mar 
27 at3 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Woop, Wi111am, Eastney, Hants, Builder Mar 28 at 3.30 

Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Awypreson, James, Lower Broughton, Salford, Agent 
Salford Ord Mar10 Pet Mar 13 

Barper, Henny, Halifax, Rag Dealer Halifax Pet Mar 
15 Ord Mar15 

Barker, James, Fenton, Staffs, Auctioneer Stoke-upon- 
Trent and Longton Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 14 

Bentiey, Hopasox, my ~ aaa Publican Dewsbury 
Ord Feb 13 Pet Mar 1 

Bopix, WIL.1am, Dudley, 1 vender Manufacturer Dudley 
Ord Mar 2 Pet 

Boosgy, Witiiam, Maeley rd, Ealing, oy Music Pub- 
lisher Brentford Ord Jan5 Pet Mar 

Broap, James Turerry, Bristol, Solicitor” ‘ pristol Ord 
Feb17 Pet Mar 13 

Butvock, Oxrtver Cari, = ery Glos, Farmer Glou- 
cester Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 

Bywater, Oscar, Masborough, ‘ar Rotherham, Joiner 
Sheffield Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 1 


Carr, GroncE Wappinerox, onan Yorks, 
icensed Victualler York Ord Maré Pet Mar 11 
Ca onah, WILiiAM, Heath, _ Builder Bir- 


mingham Pet ‘Mar 11 Ord Mar 1 

CuapMan, Joun, Toft, > wee Publican Cambridge Pet 
Mar 13 Ord M Mar 1 

Crowe, WILLIAM , hed St Erth Praze, Cornwall, Black- 
smith Truro Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Duepatre, Tomas, Horwich, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
Bolton Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Esxeietr, Jonx, and Crrus Esxrierr, Great Grimsby, 
Smackowners Great Grimsby Pet Mar 13 Ord 
Mar 13 

Fauixner, James, Dry Doddington, Lincs, Farmer Not- 

tingham Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 

Foor, Sterven, and Ricnarp Puaitiirs Ke_uam, Copthall 
avenue, Tailors High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 13 

Fryp, Emin McNza, late Great Tower st, Provision Im- 
porter High Court Pet Jan3 Ord Mar 13 

Futon, Frep, Burnley, Commercial Traveller Burnley 
Pet Mar14 Ord Mar 14 

Gitper, Wit.1aM, Bishop’s enone, Glos, Farmer Chelten- 
ham Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 1 

GupcEon, Jous, jun, Accrington, Shoemaker Blackburn 

et March 14 Ord March 1 

Geamae Aveustus, Wood af Warehouseman High 
Court Pet Feb14 Ord March 13 

Harness, 7 Chipping Cam: oa om Piumber Ban- 
bury PetMarch 11 Ord 

HarpineG, Horatio, Ki —eseng "Hull, Tailor Kingston 
upon Pet March 18 Ord March 13 

Haywoop, Josepu, Bulweil, Nottingham, Buker Notting- 
ham Pet March13 Ord March 13 

Hoses, James, Weymouth, Builder Dorchester Pet 
March 6 Ord March 15 

Hospay, Cuartes Heyry, Amlweh, Anglesey, Wine 
Merchant yo Pet March 13 Ord March 15 

Hv ~~ a Chalton st, Somers Town, Cheesemonger 
Hig! Fet Feb 20 Ord March 13 

wean Hows ARD, nae a Baker Cheltenham Pet 
March 13 Ord March 1 


Isaac, Gama Grobein Swansea, Mason Swansea 
Pet March 8 ' Ord 13 

Joxes, Davin, Forestfach, nr Swansea, Sumtiy Grocer 
Swansea Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Kyicut, Frepericx, The Grove, al late Farmer 

h Pet Feb 23. Ord March 13 

Kyicut-Brucs, James Comyn Lewis, Leadenhall bid 

Goneeal Merchant High Court Pet Dec 21 


a Yorks, Butcher, Scarborough 


Mar 1 
Lawrty, | ae Bridlin 
Pet Mar 
Kidder- 


13 Ord 

McCanpiess, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Tailor 
minster Mari3 Ord Mar 13 

Miturmeros, Eowarp Lewis, and James WILLIAM GzorGze 
Mituinetrox, Maide: i Berks, Builders Windsor 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Mar 1 

Mortey, Arraur Wiitiam, Pidiihaaie Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar14 

Morris, Mary, el Carrier Manchester Pet 
Mari13 Ord Mar 13 

Nappgs, Abert Joun, Dawlish, Devon, Machinist Exeter 
Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 


Norman, Jesse, Newport Pagnell, Bucks, Farmer North- 


ampton Pet Mari4 Ord Mar 14 
a Water, Merthyr — Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 1 


Reap, Tuomas Henay, , Birmingham, E Brassfounder Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 23 

Ricuarpson, Marrurew Tuomas, Hutton Rudby, or Ya: 
Yorks, late Insurance Agent Stockton on Tees 
Middlesborough Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

Ropey, Witt1am Mason, wk ory Solicitor 
derminster Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 1 

Ryves, bye ear Sheftield, Sere Sheffield Pet 
Mari13 Ord Mar 


Sureeve, pn «BS Gt Plumstead, Norfolk, 
Florist Norwich Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 16 

Simmons, Reusex, Herbert st, New North “ Oilman 
High Court Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

Statrery, Jonny Vixcent, Borough High st, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 13 

Seexvinc, Epwarp, Emmett st, Limehouse, gail Maker 
High Court Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 13 

Tair, AnpDREw, Hornsey rd, See, Confectioner High 
Court Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 1 

Tatzor, Magtin Ricuarp, Ledbury, meestestties, Timber 
Merchant Worcester Pet Mari Ord Marl 


Kid- 
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Tayton, Witut1am, the elder, Bradford, late Licensed Vic- 
tuatler Bradford. Pet Mar 15. Ord Mar 15 

Temp.e, CLaupr, Underwood, Plympton St , Devon, 
Baker East Stonehouse Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Tavess Wituram Brewster, West Heslerton, Yorks, 

obber Scarborough Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 14 
i Wiis, 8t A wall, Merchant 
> Truro P ‘Mar 10 Ord Mar 18 
WINBERROW, James Kiweeatey, Wigmore Chemist 

High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 13 * 

Warsow, Faaxcis Hatt, Great Yarmouth, Baker Great 
Lange 4 > jig 

Wess, BERT, Dart Kent, Dairyman Rochester 
Pet Mari3 Ord Mar 13 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Baicat, Wittram THomas, and Saran Lancer, Baron's 
Court rd, West Kensington, High Court 
Adjud Nov 17, 1892 Annul’ March 14 


London Gazette—Tusspay, March 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Writ1am Gerorce, Glasshouse st, St James's, 
— Manufacturer High Court Pet Mari6é Ord 


Pee 4, _ Brapstreet, Bardwell, Suffolk, Farmer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Mari5 Ord ‘Mar 16 

Apptesy, Wituam, King st, Bint? Confec- 
tioner High Court Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 16 

BaGyatt, Henry, Reading, Grocer Reading Pet Feb 11 
Ord Mar 16 

Biaxey, Georor, Ikley, Yorks, Wine Merchant Leeds 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 17 

Boot, Tuomas, Leicester, Marine Store Dealer’s Manager 
Leicester Pet Mari7 Ori Mar 17 

Booru, Taomas Marsuatt, Burton on at Ges Bur- 
tonon Trent Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 1 

Branvon, Atsert, Birmingham, Music Hall Director Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Brows, Jouy, Darlington, Travelling Draper Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 16 

Brows, Josern, Leeds, Furniture Dealer Leeds Pet Mar 
18 Ord Mar 18 

Ciarxe, James, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builder Croy- 
don Pat Jan 23 Ord Mar 15 

Coss, James Marr, Barry Dock, Glam, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet Mari6é Ord Mar 16 

Craske, Georcze Henry, Stanningfield, Suffolk, Wheel- 
wright Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Mar 2 ne com 

DowpEswEtL, Danzer, Baneswell, Newport, M late 

Fruiterer oe Mon Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 

Epw. pees] a J, mpington rd, Forest Gate, Builder 

High Co Pett Feb 13 Ord Mar 17 

Epwakps, Wistias Henry, Tutbury, Staffs, Licensed 
Victualler Burton-on-Trent Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

Ex.en, Groree, late of Elham, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 
Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

F.ietcuer, Atpert, Crewe, Plumber Crewe Pet Mar 17 
Ord Mar 17 


Founyxett, Bexsamix, Ovingdean, nr Brighton, Farmer 
Brighton Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 

Goopwix, Jouy, Cheltenham, — in Horses Chelten- 
ham Pet Mar 17 Ord Mar 

Gray, Davin, 8t Albans, Builder St Albans Pet Mar 16 
Ord Mar 


16 
Haut, Wittiam, Ashton-under-Lyne, Wheel t Ash- 
yg and Stalybridge Pet Mas 17 Ord 


Hargis, Jonxn Avam, Aston, Tr ane Baker Bir- 
mingham Pet Mari7 Ord Mar 1 

Huoues, a, Charing Cross, Solieitor High Court Pet 
Mar4 Ord Mar 17 

ee pease Hoathwaite, Torver, Lancs, Farmer 
Kendal Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 

JonzEs, Soon Dolgarrog, Ga Carnarvonshire, Farmer Ban- 
gor Pet Mar 17 17 

Jones, Owen, Foryd, Newydd, Llanwnda, Carnarvonshire, 
Farmer r PetMarch16 Ord 'March 16 

Lixpsay, Joun, Pendleton, Lancs, Joiner Salford March 
18 Ord March 18 


Lowcock, Tom, Barrowford, Lancs, Boot Maker Burnley 
Pet March '17 Ord March 17 
Mansur, Grorer, Billockby, Norf aca Great 
PR gy =I ras, former 
RFELL,. JONATHAN, formerly o: ie - Clee, = 
jonarean, § wa ore 08, 


sg gous, — revelling Dra: ‘Shia 
Mon eeprom 93 


Mireuncs, qn "Cooma Siminet , Glass Mer- 
M E Se yy, Mya oe Z Glam 

onpecat, ae yliyn, y; ——-. 
Pet Mar Ord 


sear 4 17 
Morais, See Burton on Trent, Cab Raa Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet Mar15 Ord ag 


Seemumpean, Grorez, The Gardens, Pec Ad- 
vertising Agent High Court Pet Feb ar rd hia 16 
Pasuore, James Hewry, Tottenham court 
High Court Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 16 


Sanna, Asn, Halifax, Butcher Halifax Pet Mar 
ar 1 
Scorr, Taomas, Leicester, Mill 
md 7 r ier Leicester Pet Mar 18 


Surrn, Joun, Little Steeping, Lincs, Farmer Boston Pet 
Mar 18 yor Maris, ‘ : 
TONEHAM, Epwiy, Ilford, Essex, Builder Chi 

Marié Ord Mar 16 ° * 4 wee 
sig Jou, Cardiff, Weaver Cardiff Pet Mari17 Ord 


Too, mR and Eraxest Ricuarp Tozer, Cockington, 
Toaguay y, Builders Exeter Pet Mar 18 “Ord Mat 18 
vas, 3 aorea, Bradford, Painter ‘Bradford Pet Mar 16 
ar ° 
Waker, Witt1am Heyry, Dalton, Huddersfield, 
keeper Huddersfield Pet Mar17 Ord Mar 17 
Warper, Samvet Harnis, Much Wi : 
sion Agent Madeley Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 18 





Wi Francis Branca, 
Warternovse, matey Ses posce. 2 


ent, 
Brows. 
Were’ Seether 
Waicar, ws Gt pnd Coal Hawker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 2 
fi amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
7 in the London Gazette of Mar. 14 :— 
F mick Jony, Halifax, Beerhouse Keeper 
Rowtralitax Pet Mar i0 Ord Mar 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Many Axx, toy Tobacconist Mar 29 at 12 
Off Ree, 


Heath, 
Mar 17 
Manu- 


ergs ic} te * “st J 
A Wittram Gores, -” ames’s, 
DAMS, y 30° 


AXxDERSES, Jouan Gotrrrep, Great Grimsby, Cabinet 
Maker Mar 29 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 


Grimsb: 
Ange, Wiussay, King st, omg ge Confectioner 


‘bidgs, Carey st 
B Sous, Chancery lane, Fi Agent Mar 28 at 1 
*"Bankruptoy 


or % am th West Bee Soca, Draper April 7 at 11 


row, 
Bennam, Ricnarp —— itre ceahen, Seat 


‘anager oy $m st 
Boog, Suemes, bay ee ee Manger 


30 at 12.30 Off Ree. glen Rang tse : 
Boots, saree MARSHALL, Burton on Trent, Grocer Mar 
28at3 Midland Hotel, Station st. Burton on Trent 
Buvock, Oxtver Cart, Ashleworth, Farmer Mar 28 at 3 


Off 15, st, 

Carter, WILLIAM, Bs { Wores, Builder Mar 30 

o at 12 Pe) Colmore row, ham 

LARK, ERT, 

Baker Mar 

Cranks, Henny James, Jenner rd, Potock i Newington, at 
Publican Mar 30at12 Bankru 

Darvey, ALFRED ay Te gh st, = rave i i a, Maori in 
H M’s Army 

oe avenue 

Bromwich, Forge Stock Taker Pe 
1 County Court, West Bromwich 

Evans, Evax Tuomas, and Joux Henry, Pembroke Dock, 
Chemists Mar 28 at 11 ee ae ee ae 


Lines, ae Mar 
OF Bee’ st s Church Walk 


ham 
_—— CATHERINE neweee, 
bet, ha Eebaton, Diriog 4 


ningham 
Franck, ay Haxzcovurt, Sunderland, late Bank Mana- 
ger 29 at 3.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
— Wrusas Cleeve, Glos, Farmer Mar 30 
at4 Coun’ Court Cheltenham 
Lt, Sandown, I W, Wine Merchant 


marthen 
FAvuLKNer, JAMES. 
28 at 12 


Grapes, Harry? 
Mar 29 at 10.30 19, Quay st Newport] Iw 

Hatxes, _— Campden Plumber Mar 29 
at4 1, 8, 

Hawpwey, Tuomas. Stockport, Labourer Mar 30at3 Off 
Rec, Bank Queen st, Oldham 

Harpixe, ne upon Hull, Tailor Mar 29 

at 11° Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 


Hawkins, Cuaries Exnest, Little Queen st, Edgware 
Horse ‘Dealers Counmicsion Agent Mar 30 at 11 


Carey st 
Hicxs, Nexus, late rd, Paddington, Spinster 
Mar 29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hussarp, Henry, Chalton st, Somers Town, Cheesemonger 
Mar 29 at 1 Carey st 


Hucues, Epwa 
Is Wi onet, Swansea, Mason Mar 29 at 
ae ILLIA 
2 Off 231, poser ben, Swansea 
nee. 4 Pair Davin, and Myer Isaacs, Smith sq, West- 
bldg, Garey aay Merchants 12 Bankruptcy 


J ss Barit Canon , Camberwell, of 
AMES, = 8q, Oo. ee 


Joxee Deve For am, os Sate eke Grocer Mar 
28 at 12 %: Ree, 31, rd, Swansea 

Jones, Howe, Trealaw, Glam, Overman Mar 28 at 12 
Otf Rec, Merth: 


Gardiff, Grocer Mar 28 
ee Slaughterer Mar 
29 Off Rec, 25, a 
Lanz, Joun Herrr, Surrey, Licensed Victu- 
oe Mar 29 at 11.30 2%, way approach, London 
Lyx, _ ae Feet, Carpenter Mar 28 at 11 10, 
Muauiayy, R, & Co, Clement's lane April 6 at 2.90 Bank- 
ruptcy st 





Kenxvyy, Gronoe, 
atll Off Rec, 29, tens 
Kiva, "ame West Hartl 


ee ee, ‘eltham, no occupation Mar 30 at 
4 ais Mar fo at 2 Off 
ieee, Wirra oe Cab Proprietor Mar 

3.90 Midland Hotel, Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 


rowan I 1 Gais's ert, omy Beg Architeot 


Carey at 
Grocer Mar 28 at 11 





Bankruptcy 
pot eae ssa Leysonye, Ashurst, 


Sussex, 
6at3: Of  nmag 
tan Hien ae coat ns cs 
Rapcui ' Butcher 
es, alle jhe hae bar Maer $9 ot 11.00 





Sanit nae att Malena 





Ravcurre, a ree ew ———s.. 


Joux, Mason Mar 2 
"Sa" "Olt hea’ 14, Chapel et; Preston 
tng Bd Liverpool, Travelling 
ae 30 at 3 Ceont Roses, 
Merchant Siar 30 sk 2.30 blige, Carey 
Caner gett a 23, Calmore ro 
Sxuce, Epuunp, “horil 4 11.90 1,8 





fea y= Hl Carey st 
iS ie Soe March 28 at 3.30 
oy 
ey ah Ganga \isen Comins 


March 30 at 12 ng deg em 
Confectioner 
Tart, ‘Aron, “Bankreptey agg 


Tatum, bath 
March 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
the 


T dak Bradford, late Licensed 
‘Victualler April 6 at 11 Off Reo, 31, Manor row, 


T Crai Untervesh, Frmoten © Mary, Devon, 
“Raker March 28 at 11.30 10, Athensoum ter, Ply 


mouth 
Torsox, CHARLES Bowane, Dembesy; Yarn Spinner 
March 28 at 3 utford, Punter 


Ving, Maarna, 6 at 11.30 Off 
Ww "> Hex y, Dalton, Huddersfield, late Inn- 
ILLIAM R 

“Neeper March 30 at 8’ Of Reo, 6, Queen st, Hudders- 

Ww. 8. Ha Much Wenlock, Salop, Commis- 

“ionAgent Apel 12 at 12 County Court Office, 

Ware Wiuam Fraycis Braxcu, Church 1 

Bexley oath, Kent, Carpenter April 6 at 11.30. 

Wi , WiLttaM, Pork Butcher 

"March 29 29 at 12 bog Ras 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Suffolk, Farmer 


Appisox, Hewry Brapsraert, Bardwell, 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 16 

Bayrox, Wituiam flava, Leicester, Baker Leicester 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 


Boor, on hy Dealer's Manager 
Leicester Pet Mar 16 Ord Mar 17 | 

Brows, Joszrit, Leeds, Furniture Leeds Pet Mar 
18 Ord Mar 18 


Bu Faeperice Joux, Bournemouth, Furniture 
“Dealer Poole Pet Maria Ord Mar 16 


Mie 18 Ord Mar Rector Kingston Pet 
Cony Oem Agruur Purr, Denbigh place High Court Pet 


Ord Mar 17 
Do P . Baneswell, N late 
WDESWELL, EL, Mo, rd 


E E 2's! in sees Seek, 
VANS, xe, Byax Tuouas, and Jo nog he ay word x. 


ERI Aeh eee ee 


a | Asatan Crewe, Plumber Orewe Pet March 17 


7 
suamuie Janes, Nelson, Lancs, Carter Burnley Pet 
March'13 Ord March 
Hammonp, Wii114M, Jans Hammon, and James Hamuonp 
Se ee Croydon Pet Jan 2 Ord 
Ha J Ap. cate, Binincien, Ries Bir- 
a met March 11” Ord March Smith 
RA AVID, YER C8, 
Merchants High Court Pavan 


minster, 
J Moe arch 17 Hoathwaite, Torver, Lancs, Farmer 
"Kendal Pet March 17 Ord March 17 


J Ow: ‘2 \... | 
at a 
ant March 9 Ord Marah 
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Saunra, J 
March 
Jonx, 


Little 
Ord 
(Shepperton 


 pedendamartaiss 
Count ye he ee 
March 
G D, 


Ta Finsbury Public-house Broker 
Court Pet Jan & "Ord March 16 


Tozzr, Samvzt, and Eayest Ricnarp Tozer, Cockington, 
, Builders Ex Maris Ord Mar 18 | 


Vien, Mantna, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Mar 16 | 
Ord Mar 16 


Waxer, Wit1t1am Heyry, Dal Huddersfield, late Inn- 
oper Huddersfield "Pet Mar Mes to 


Mar 17 Ord Mar 17 


Wanper, Samuver Hangs, Much Wenlock, Salop, Com- 





t Madeley Pet Maris Ord Mar 18 
1LL1AM Francis pages, Douey Heath, 


7 Ord Mar 17 
ILLIAM, aes 3 » Pork Butcher | 


z, Little Harton Bradford, Joiner Brad- 
Pet Marii Ord Mar 15 
Eastney, Hante, Builder Portsmouth 


Mar 14 
Waienr, Bg G& ¥. Coal Hawker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet 


‘armouth, 
Marié6 Ord Mar 16 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. } 


Fostrry, Auraep ( Sterol estate), Gt Eastern st, Shoreditch, 
Timber Merchan 


High Court Adjud April 13, 1891 
Annul March 1 
Popp, = Heyny a (op tate ye 
jal March 17 


Watennovsz, 
Wionr, 


mm st, Shoreditch, 
Court Adjud April 13, 1891 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Match 28.—Messrs. Cuameas & Tusss, at the Matt, E.C., 
se 8 loc, Free old Ground-Rents (see advertisement, 





All letters intended for publication in the 
* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 





INKERTON’S DETECTIVE OFFICE.— 
ves.—Divorce. —Prompt, 

lends traced ; trade inquiries made.— 

. Strand ; 32, Surrey-lane, 
Battersea, 8.W. Telegrams, ‘ \ Detexi, London.” 


INVALIDS.—A List of Medical Men 
in all _S willing to receive Resident 


Patients, 
sent gratis. The list 
Rhodes Private Ayn. ~Adtew MG. G.B. Srecuns, 


EDE AND SON, 


nope 9 fete MaKeRs. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
en Se seat 











ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. | 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corp oration Robes, University and Clergy Gowns | 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 


Law 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation b: 
L for Solicitors’ Final, 
and Honours, tinte Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. 
ships, es of Laws of London U 





BARRISTER-AT-LAW Prepares Can- 
nl iaates for the Solicitors’ the Bar Ha Final, ‘and 


sey sGorepond s- 


» 18, \ Slain Lincoln’s- 
AW.—Solicitor (24) Requires General 
Clerkship ; country preferred ; four years’ ience 


d —- future opening. : Tor. of 
and prospect .—IoTa, care 
egus, Bromham-road, Bedford. 


T pt) on ORS and acer | 
- Heateh, wy venpoctal e builder, Charge 
1 ieee Apply T T MC G., 3, Lett’s Library, 


aes oe or 
Address Lex, 
inn. 





of 








O LOVERS of FORESTRY and pe 
mrurientiy tiubered ground, 

Pen = rove pene ine ty and West End; 
rae 
uctioneers, 76, Aldermanbury, E.C. 





HE REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED 
(Estasiisuepv 1888), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life “In Interests, and Life Policies, and 
Aaunes Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBanrp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanrra-cross, Loxpox. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Bates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpowap, 
F. B. Macpowa.p, 





) s_aeiat, 





LAN Head Offices— 
Meine Me patbex 
LIVERPOOL 


ow? 


LONDON. 

Liberal Commission 
allowed to MEMBERS 
OF THE LECAL PRO- 
FESSION for introduc- 


msunanee COMPANY An oF business 





{ 


*"y Mansel Joust Rowndy danced 


Re 
‘Bovina tock, recevable 
and also certain Shares 
we OS upon the death of lady aged 73 


ESSRS. FURBER, PRICE, & FURBER 

are Git fo yy by AUCTION, at the MART, 
Tokenh on WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, at 

TWO o'clock 


(a) The ABSOL’ E - REVERSION to a sum of about 
£5,250, now invested in Bank of England Stock, recsivable 
on the death of a lad 


() ‘The following Lines. tall fully paid up, end now in 


—- —Vviz. : 
1. 204 Shares of £10 in the Algeciras ( (Gibraltar) Railway 
Company. Limited. 
433 Shares of £10 in the New British Iron Company, 
Litated Ge Seu. 
Cent. Preference Shares of 100 dollars in 
the Alberta way and Coal Company, Limited. 
4. 66 Ordinary Bhares of 100 dollar each in the same 


Further and conditions of ale ie 
obtained 





Gla Jewry in the occu 
guy, for the mot par Limited), a 
a dane rt . 


ESSRS. JONES, LANG, & CO. will 
7; 


of £1,225 ann secured 
offices evan as M. Oneee- 


HOLD GROUND-R 


} Aq Old J ae erected at cost, and 
fitted with hydraulic passenger yer lift, eleotrie Nght, and all 
psa eps yay ee investment 











OR SALE. Mortgage Debt of £7,100 at 
5 per cent., 


oa a year net.—CRosBy, Farmen, & Crossy, Stockton-on- 





ORTGAGE WANTED. Pm a on 700 
FReenouper, Meee Me 
street, E.C. 

uired to t 6 

£6,000 Spent fo Bomow op 
tic on Frechold Land ort Pee soliotteos on 2 
instance instanoe to Box tas, balls Advertising cay Wee ta 

UST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, | 

on freehold, leasehold 











OLIOEEORS « and ad Others will find excellent 
le Depot Sunioas 
be acomile pion, coef light cad tall 


d Her Majesty’ 
po "poy meuonger boxse-~ Apply Collector's ee, 68 ; 








usr. asas. 


Tie GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, 


WEST END BRANOH—2, WATERLOO PLAOE, 8.W. 





ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


ASSETS EXCEED . 


PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES EXCEED .. 


£915,000 
5,000,000 
10,500,000 





dip: eeneaen 1a eenquee cnmamanter és uaun Seaman Gan tee ee aE sidiiiciads iamsidietants en cee 





Policies 


Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on 


tebie after S&S Seuxs. 


most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F 9 
; 4 : " ling ¥.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 











